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own Nation. We cannot be too determined
in standing up bravely, courageously and
militantly before the great dangers which
this conspiracy has caused throughout the
world. It is a time for Americans to recap~-
ture something of the fine spirit and noble
patriotism and firm resolution which en-
abled you and your comrades to defeat an-
other great tyranny which was afllicting
mankind and visiting our Nation with the
threat of destruction.

You of Greek blood have a great and
mighty heritage. Americans all, who have
stood the acid test of the highest demands
of Americanism with courage, valor, and de-
votion, you are descendants of one of the
greatest races of all history, a race, a nation,
and a people that has been mighty in arms,
mighty in spirit, mighty in learning, mighty
in its democratic orientation, mighty in its
humane traditions, in its culture, in its im-
measurable contributions to civilization,
Above all, you spring from a people whose
inspiring family life, whose loyalty to
spiritual values, whose love of religion and
belief in God, which has been practiced for
centuries, typify a truly great and truly
outstanding nation.

For the Greeks have felt, as civilized
Americans have felt and still feel, that
worthwhile human progress and belief in
God Almighty are inseparable. The doctrine
that without faith in the Divine Master no
nation can long survive is a basic feature of
Greek civilization—a doctrine which must
be recognized more fully by all peoples of
the earth if communism is to be success-
fully fought.

The achievements of the Greek people ring
down through the ages with clarion sound
of glory and grandeur. Pericles and the
Golden Age, perhaps one of the few periods
in all time when the fine arts, cultural life,
and individual development in political and
artistic values flowed In such a favorable
climate.

The famed Acropolis, an historic monu-
ment which symbolizes a great culture, which
has profoundly influenced human beings
throughout the ages, a place of refuge and
the inspirational center of glorious olden
Greece, the place where Christianity took
new and vigorous root, & place which still
inspires the Greek people and the free world.

And Aphrodite, the goddess of beauty,
typifying the magnificent art of the Greeks,
not only beauty in the physical sense, but
beauty of the soul, beauty of ideals, beauty
of thought and culture.

And if time permitted, I could go on ad
Infinitum enumerating the monumental ac-
complishments of the Greeks, and I think
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that these glories should be recited fre-
quently not only by your own people but by
all true lovers of liberty and culture, because
they exemplify so appropriately and beauti-
fully the long successful struggle of man
from the cave to the culture and civilization
we enjoy at the present moment.

And let me remind you, my friends, that
prophecy in the world did not die with the
Delphic oracle. Faith in high ideals and
undying determination to uphold them did
not die when the Golden Age passed into
history. We have visible signs, even unto
the present hour and in contemporary times,
in the herolc fight—an incomparable up-
hill fight characterized by bitter struggle
and bloodshed—the heroic fight of present-
day Greece and the present-day Greek people
against communism which recently has elec-
trified and inspired the free world. And like
the Delphic oracle of the past, the success
of that fight is a prophecy and a prediction
and an assurance that in the future, just as
the Greeks have done, all democratic-mind-
ed, liberty-loving, God-fearing peoples in the
world following the leadership and example
of our own great Nation and joining in a
great human brotherhood embracing all
those who believe in the true dignity of man
and the sanctity of the individual soul will
militantly defend and preserve our un-
equaled, our unparalleled, our incomparable
institutions of democracy and justice.

Yes, my friends; I could tell a long story
of the glories and the grandeurs of Greece,
of the sacrifices and devotion and indomi-
table spirit of your forebears, the Greek peo-
ple—a story of war and a story of peace, a
story of invincible progress through bloody
struggle, a story of peerless culture shaped
by statesmen, warrlors, orators, sculptors,
artists, writers, musicians, the drama, the
stage, the harp, and lyre, which sounded in
the past a song of hope, strength, and cour-
are—which united the Greeks of ancient
times and now sound again, here and else-
where throughout the world, to defy the un-
speakable enemies of freedom and to rally
true lovers of liberty to do battle against its
enemies, to liberate the enslaved, to give new
hope and inspiration to subject peoples
struggling and suffering under the pall of
persecution and exploitation and abominable
discrimination that debases the dignity of
man and disgraces modern civilization.

There s another side to Greek culture as
it has influenced our own great country and
that is its scholarship. The logle, the rhet-
oric and the aesthetics of Aristotle are as
realistic and vital and meaningful today as
when first written. The ideals of Plato still
beckon to those who are pledged to scholar-
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ship and freedom of thought. In fact, if you
should subtract Greek culture from civiliza-
tion, there would be no civilization as we
know it today because it is a primary corner-
stone of our modern political, social and
ethical life.

It is pertinent to note in connection with
present trends in our own Nation which so
greatly disturb us that the Greeks of old
were not materialists. They were profoundly
spiritual in their approach. They did not
embrace mechanistic, sordid philosophies of
the jungle which consign human beings to
the status of the beast, of which we hear
and see so much today. They were idealists,
they had their feet on the ground and their
gaze turned towards the heavens and for
that reason, despite their many contribu-
tions to the material world, their greatest
triumphs will be found, not in the world of
matter or of substance, but in the world
of thought and the world of the spirit.

Realizing these things, my friends, it is
easy for any of us, except of course the
Maxists Communists with their evil designs
on personal liberty, to understand why with
unquenchable purpose the modern Greeks
against powerful revolutionary subversion
have gallantly and successfully potected
their free way of life. And we of America,
greatest free Nation in history, may well be
proud that our culture is enriched, ennobled
and perfected by the presence and loyalty of
80 many devoted industrialists, inspired
American citizens of Greek heritage. Most
of all our country is fortunate and blessed
indeed to have men like you and the mem-
bers of your organization and stanch Ameri-
cans of every race, color, and creed who are
fired with the patriotism, the loyalty and de-
votion to stand by our country in time of
peril and need. With God's guidance, with
wise statesmanship, with renewed dedication
to the great principles of America, let us go
forward to grapple with the problems of the
present without fear, compromise or appease-
ment, confident that in time through adher-
ence to our ideals and unselfish service to our
Nation and interest in the common problems
of humanity, loyally united to those of com-
mon bonds, we will find a way, not only to
protect the security of our own beloved land,
but to usher in an era of prosperity, security
and peace for ourselves and all mankind,.

Colonel Voultsos, I thank you one and all.
Keep um the good work for the cause of
Greece—a Greece again reunited with his-
toric Cyprus and your invaluable work for
America, our own great country and its cher-
ished ideals of freedom, democracy and
Justice.
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(Legislative day of Thursday, January
27, 1955)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, in whose keeping are
the destinies of men and nations, endue
with Thy wisdom our fallible minds.
Lead, Kindly Light, amid the encireling
gloom!

Thou knowest that we desire nothing
for ourselves that we do not crave for
all mankind, a chance to be freemen.
In the midst of decisions that concern
fearful forces which, if not harnessed by
mutual good will, may utterly destroy,
give us greatness of soul that the keys of
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new power may be used to open doors
of plenty for the whole earth. May we
shrink from no sacrifice that will pre-
vent serfdom from dominating the earth.
May a constant sense of the eternal save
us from spiritual decay, from moral
cowardice, and from any betrayal of the
highest public good. We ask it in the
Redeemer’s name, Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. CLEMENTS, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
January 27, 1955, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate messages from the
President of the United States submit-
ting sundry nominations, which were
referred to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed the following bills, in whieh it
requested the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R.587. A bill to provide that persons
serving in the Armed Forces on January 31,
1955, may continue to accrue educational
benefits under the Veterans' Readjustment
Assistance Act of 1952, and for other pur-

; and

H. R. 2010. A bill to amend the act of July
10, 1953, which created the Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations.
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COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SES-
SION OF THE SENATE

On request of Mr. CLEMENTS, and by
unanimous consent, the permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations was
authorized to sit in executive session dur-
ing today’s session of the Senate.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there may be
the customary morning hour for the
presentation of petitions and memorials,
the introduction of bills, and other rou-
tine business, and that any statements
made in connection therewith be limited
to 2 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With=
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORT ON OVEROBLIGATION OF AN
APPROPRIATION

A letter from the Administrative Assistant
to the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report on the overobliga-
tion of the appropriation *“Operation and
maintenance, Southwestern Power Adminis-
tration, 1954" (with an accompanying
paper); to the Committee on Appropriations.

REPORT ON AVERAGE MONTHLY FLIGHT PAY FOR
CERTAIN OFFICERS IN THE COAST GUARD

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury, reporting, pursuant to law, the
average monthly flight pay for certain offi-
cers in the Coast Guard; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

EXAMINATION OF NATIONAL BANKS

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend section 5240 of the Revised Stat-
utes, as amended, relating to the examina-
tion of national banks (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

AUTHORITY FOR NaTIONAL BANKS TO MAKE
CERTAIN LOANS

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to permit national banks to make 20-year
real-estate loans and 9-month construction
loans (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

BALANCE SHEET oF CHESAPEAKE & PoToMAC
TELEPHONE Co.

A letter from the vice president, the Chesa-
peake & Potomac Telephone Co., Washington,
D. C., transmitting, pursuant to law, a com-
parative general balance sheet of that com-
pany for the year 1954 (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

STATEMENT OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES BY
CHESAPEAKE & Poromac TELEPHONE CoO.

A letter from the vice president, the Chesa-
peake & Potomac Telephone Co., Washington,
D. C., transmitting, pursuant to law, the
statement of receipts and expenditures of
that company, for the year 1954 (with an ac-

companying paper) ; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

REeroRT ON OPERATIONS UNDER FEDERAL PROP-
:ms:'; AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT OF

A letter from the Administrator, General
Services Administration, transmitting, pursu-
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ant to law, a report on the administration of
functions under the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended, for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1954 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Government Operations.

REeEPorT oN ProvisiON oF WaAR-RISK, MARINB,
AND LIABILITY INSURANCE

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
the provision of war-risk insurance and cer-
tain marine and liability insurance for the
American public, as of December 31, 1954
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

REPORT OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD

A letter from the Acting Chairman, Civil
Aeronautics Board, Washington, D. C., trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of that
Board for the fiscal year 1954 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

RALFPH BENNETT ET AL.

A letter from the Administrative Assist-
ant to the Secretary of the Interior, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation for the
relief of Ralph Bennett and certain other
members of the Bureau of Indian Affairs
(with accompanying papers); to the Coms=
mittee on the Judiciary.

WaAIVING OF REQUIREMENT OF CERTAIN PER-
FORMANCE AND PAYMENT BoONDS

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to amend the act of April 29, 1941, to
authorize the waiving of the requirement of
performance and payment bonds in connec=
tion with certain Coast Guard contracts
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

AMENDMENT OF TRADING WITH THE ENEMY
Act, RELATING TO CERTAIN FEES

A letter from the Attorney General, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
further amend section 20 of the Trading
With the Enemy Act, relating to fees of
agents, attorneys, and representatives (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

AMENDMENT OF CODE RELATING TO EXCLUSION
oF CERTAIN CLAIMS

A letter from the Secretary of the Air
Force, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-
islation to amend section 2680 (j) of title
28 of the United States Code s0 as to per=
manently exclude claims arising out of com-
batant activities or warlike operations (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

INCREASED COMPENSATION FOR CLASSIFIED
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

A letter from the Chairman, United States
Civil Service Commission, Washington, D. C.,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to adjust the rates of basic compensation of
certain officers and employees of the Federal
Government, to authorize the President to
establish the maximum number of positions
under section 505 of the Classification Act,
and for other purposes (with an accompany-
ing paper); to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIAL

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:
A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Louisiana; to the Committee
on Finance:

“Senate Concurrent Resolution 3

“Whereas the legislature hereby approves
the proposed action of the State department
of public welfare in preparing to put into
effect the conclusion and intent of the leg-
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islature as expressed in Act No. 698 of the
regular session of 1954 by amending its
plan: Therefore be it

“Resolved by the senate (and the house of
representatives concurring), That there
should be a readjustment of the budget of
persons entitled to old-age assistance to
allow one person & minimum need of $85
per month, and to a couple living in the
same household, a minimum need of $134
per month; the same representing the abso-
lute minimum amount needed to sustain
such persons in reasonable health and de-
cency in the State of Louisiana and pro-
viding for the continued consideration of
all income and resources avallable to appli-
cants for old-age assistance in determining
their need; and be it further

“Resolved, That the State department of
public welfare shall have the authority to
set the maximum payments equal to the
maximum upon which Federal funds are
earned. Accordingly, this legislative body
hereby reaffirms the authority of the State
department of public welfare to increase
such maximum payments as available funds
permit, taking into consideration the re-
quirements of all programs administered by
the said department; and be it further

“Resolved, That coplies of this resolution
be transmitted to the President of the United
States, the Secretary of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, the Presi-
dent of the Senate and Speaker of the House
of Representatives of the United States, and
each Senator and Representative in Congress
from the State of Louisiana.

“C. E. BARHAM,
“Lieutenant Governor and President
of the Senate,
“CLARENCE C. AYCOCK,

“Speaker of the House of Representatives.”™

A resolution adopted by Kauai Post, No. 2,
Department of Hawail, the American Legion,
Lihue, T. H., favoring the confirmation of
the nomination of Philip L. Rice to be asso-
ciate justice of the Supreme Court of the
Territory of Hawaii; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself and Mr,
WATKINS) :

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Utah; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

“Senate Concurrent Resolution 1

“Concurrent resolution of the Senate and
House of Representatives of the 31st Legis-
lature of the State of Utah, memorializing
the Congress of the United States to au-
thorize the Colorado River storage project,
including the Echo Park Dam and partici-
pating projects
“Be it resolved by the Legislature of the

State of Utah (the Governor concurring

therein) :

“Whereas the waters of the Colorado River
and its tributaries have by compact, approved
by the legislatures of the States of Arizona,
California, Utah, Colorado, New Mexico, Ne-
vada, and Wyoming, been allocated to these
several States, and sald compact having been
approved by the Congress of the United
States in 1922; and

“Whereas the upper basin States, consist-
ing of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and
Wyoming, through the upper Colorado River
Commission and the legislatures of said
States and with the approval of Congress,
have allocated their proportionate share of
the water of said river among themselves;
and

“Whereas the conservation and wise use of
water of the Colorado River can only be made
possible by the construction of strategic
storage facilities on said river and its tribu-
taries; and

“Whereas the conservation and wise use of
water is of foremost importance to the future
agricultural and economic development and
the general welfare of the Western United
States and of the United States; and
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“Whereas the upper Colorado River Com-
mission, working in conjunction with the
Federal Bureau of Reclamation, has devel-
oped & plan, known as the Colorado River
storage project, to permit the conservation
and wise use of the waters of the Colorado
River in the upper basin States; and

“Whereas said Colorado River storage proj-
ect has been developed after many years of
investigation, planning, and on the ground
survey of the storage facilities of the upper
Colorado River and its tributaries; and

“Whereas sald Colorado River storage proj-
ect has been determined to be the most eco-
nomical and feasible method of storing and
using said waters for the benefit of both the
upper and lower basin States; and

“Whereas the storage of water as proposed
in the Colorado River storage project is vital
to permit the upper basin States to meet its
commitment to the lower basin States under
the compact of 1922, and to have available
the upper basin States' allotment of water
as provided in said compact; and

“Whereas certain opposition has developed
to the inclusion of the Echo Park Dam as
proposed in the Colorado River storage proj-
ect upon the alleged ground that it consti-
tutes an invasion of a national monument;
and

“Whereas the Echo Park Dam is an integral
and necessary part of the upper Colorado
River project; and

“Whereas at the time the monument
boundaries were extended in 1938 to include
the Echo Park Dam site, such extension of
the boundaries was made expressly subject
to prior power and reclamation withdrawals;
and

“Whereas prior to 1938 many reclamation
and power withdrawals had been made in
this area; and .

“Whereas the construction of the Echo
Park Dam, as proposed in the Colorado River
storage project, will not be an invasion of a
national monument; nor, because of the
reservations incldent to the extension of the
boundaries of the Dinosaur National Monu-
ment, can construction of such dam consti-
tute a precedent for the invasion of any
other national park or monument; and

“Whereas no portion of the area set aside
in the original Dinosaur National Monument
will be affected by the construction of sald
dam; and

“Whereas the area In the extended bounda-
ries of the Dinosaur National Monument is
inaccessible except to a few who will run the
‘white’ water of the river; and

*“Whereas the construction of the Echo
Park Dam will make the beauty of the area
available to millions who otherwise would
not see it, and will develop a prime recrea-
tional playground; and

*“Whereas to carry out the intent and pur-

of the several compacts approved by
the legislatures of the several States con-
cerned, and to carry out the p and
intent of sald compacts as approved by Con-
gresses of the United States, the authoriza-
tion of the Colorado River storage project
by the B4th Congress of the United States
is imperative: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the 31st Legislature of the
State of Utah (the Governor concurring
therein), That the B84th Congress of the
United States of America be and it is hereby
memorialized to promptly, thoroughly, and
fairly consider and favorably act upon legis-
lation to authorize the Colorado River stor-
age project, including construction of the
Echo Park Dam and participating projects;
and be it further

“Resolved, That certified copies hereof be
promptly transmitted to the President and
Vice President of the United States, the
Speaker of the House of Representatives of
the Congress, United States Senator Arthur
V. Watkins, United States Senator Wallace
F. Bennett, Representative William A,
Dawson, and Representative Henry Aldous
Dixon, to the Secretary of the Interior Doug=
las McKay, to the Commissioner of Reclama-
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tion, the wupper Colorado River Compact
Commission, and to the the Governors and
legislatures of the following States: Arizona,
Colcrado, New Mexico, and Wyoming."

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before
the Senate a concurrent resolution of the
Legislature of the State of Utah, ldentical
with the foregoing, which was referred to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina:

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of South Carclina; to the Com-
mittee on Finance:

“Concurrent resolution memorializing Con-
gress to continue a tariff that will protect
the American cotton textile industry from
competition with the importation of for-
eign textiles

“Whereas our Government is dedicated to
the improving of the standards of living of
its citizens, especially the living standards of
our lowest income groups; and

“Whereas today the threat to the cotton-
textile industry of the United States is be-
coming more critical because of competition
not only in the markets of the world but also
here in the United States; and

“Whereas the lower tariffs on textiles be-
come, the easier it is for foreign countries
to ship their products to this country and
with each increase in the textile production
of forelgn countries a part of the American
industry’'s foreign market is destroyed: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Represeniatives
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress
of the United States is memorialized to see
to it that American tariffs are adequate to
protect the American cotton-textile industry;
and be it further

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
forwarded to the President of the United
States, to the two Members of the United
States Senate, and to each of the Members
of the House of Representatives from this
State.”

STATE oF SoUTH CAROLINA,
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Columbia, §. C., January 26, 1955.

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true and correct copy of a resolution adopted
by the South Carolina house of representa-
tives and concurred in by the senate.

‘Inez, WATSON,
Clerk of the House.

RESOLUTIONS OF RHODE ISLAND
GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and my colleague, the sen-
jor Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
GReEN], I present, for appropriate refer-
ence, and ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp, two resolutions
adopted by the General Assembly of the
State of Rhode Island. The first resolu-
tion memorializes the Congress to enact
legislation to increase the Federal mini-
mum wage rate, and the second favors
the enactment of legislation for the cre-
ation of Federal disaster insurance.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
resolutions will be received and appro-
priately referred; and, under the rule,
will be printed in the REcorbp.

The resolutions presented by Mr, Pas=
TORE were received, appropriately re=-
ferred, and, under the rule, ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

To the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare:

“Resolution memorializing Congress to enact
legislation to increase the Federal mini-
mum wage rate
“Whereas in today’s highly competitive

struggle for markets, Rhode Island manufac-
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turers are faced with unfair competition
from a few States and areas with wage rates
far below the national average; and

“Whereas such large differentials present a
serious threat to established industry in
other parts of the Nation, particularly where
labor is an important factor; and

“Whereas the Rhode Island textile indus-
try has been especially hard hit by ruinous
price competition based on low wage rates
at a time when the industry nationally has
been in a serious slump causing severe un-
employment and wage cuts; and

“Whereas extremely low wage rates in any
part of the Nation are a drag on the entire
national economy, reducing employment and
income levels at a time when increased con-
sumer purchasing power is essential to na-
tional economic health: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the general assembly now
respectfully calls these facts to the attention
of the Congress of the United States, and
urges the immediate enactment of legisla-
tion to Increase the Federal minimum wage
rate; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Senators and Repre-
sentatives from the State of Rhode Island
in the Congress of the United States are
urged to use their best efforts in this behalf;
and be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state be
and he is hereby authorized and directed to
transmit to the presiding officers of both
branches of Congress and to the Senators and
Representatives from the State of Rhode Is-
land in the Congress of the United States
duly certified coples of this resolution.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before
the Senate a resolution of the General As-
sembly of the State of Rhode Island, identi-
cal with the foregoing, which was referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

To the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency:

“Resolution memorializing Congress to enact
legislation for the creation of Federal dis-
aster insurance
“Whereas the recent hurricanes have

brought severe flood and tidal wave damage

to large areas of Rhode Island; and
“Whereas insurance coverage for such
damage has been inadequate, and where
available the premium rates therefor have
been prohibitive; and
“Whereas His Excellency, Gov. Dennis J.

Roberts, in his inaugural message on January

4, 1955, has stated ‘insurance which is beyond

thfi reach of the community is worthless’;

an
‘“Whereas Governor Roberts further stated

*if private insurance companies are unable

or unwilling to cover the risk then the mat-

ter should be dealt with on a national basis
by the creation of Federal disaster insur-
ance’; and

“Whereas the general assembly is cognizant
of the urgent need for positive action: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the General Assembly of
the State of Rhode Island and Providence

Plantations hereby urges the Congress of

the United States to enact legislation per-

mitting municipalities and property owners
to obtain disaster insurance from the Federal
Government or any agency thereof; and be it
further
“Resolved, That the Senators and Repre-
sentatives from Rhode Island in said Con-
gress be, and they hereby are, earnestly
requested to use their concerted effort to
bring about the enactment of such legisla-
tion; and be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state be,
and he is hereby, authorized and directed to
transmit to the Senators and Representa-
tives from Rhode Island in the Congress of
the United States duly certified copies of this
resolution.”
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TRANSFER OF UNITED NATIONS
NARCOTIC DIVISION TO GENEVA—
RESOLUTION

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, many of
us who are concerned about the increase
of traffic in narcotic drugs since the end
of World War II have been particularly
disturbed by the proposal to transfer the
Narcotic Division of the United Nations
from New York City to Geneva, Switzer-
land. I ask unanimous consent that a
resolution adopted by the drug, chemical,
and allied trades section of the New York
Board of Trade opposing this proposed
move be printed in the body of the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Whereas the Secretary-General of the
United Nations has decided to transfer the
Narcotic Division of the United Nations from
New York to Geneva; and

Whereas New York City has a serlous nar-
cotic problem which is due entirely to the
international illicit flood of heroin that
originates primarily in the Far East, par-
ticularly in Communist China, in Turkey,
Lebanon, France, Italy, as well as in Mexico;
and

Whereas many international narcotic
treaties are being ubly administered by the
United Nations in New York in a stupendous
effort to halt the gigantic and diabolical
narcotic smuggling activities into New York
City and other points of entry; and

Whereas it is of vital importance to retain
the Narcotic Division at the New York head-
gquarters of the United Nations to maintain
the closest possible cooperation with the
United States, which is the chief victim in
this vile traffic; and

Whereas the President of the United States
has made known the gravity of the present
situation by recently appointing a special
interdepartmental committee to study the
Btate, national, and international narcotic
problem: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the drug, chemical, and
allied trades section of the New York Board
of Trade vigorously protests the removal of
the Narcotic Division of the United Nations
from New York City to Geneva, Switzerland,
and that copies of this resolution be for-
warded to the Secretary-General of the
United Nations, to the United States delegate
to the United Nations, to the Members of
the United States Senate, and to the mayor
of the city of New York.

ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN TYPES OF
COMMERCIAL: MAIL MATTER —
RESOLUTION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have a resolu-
tion, adopted by the City Council of the
City of Virginia, Minn., with regard to
the elimination of certain types of com-
mercial postal matter, printed in the
body of the Recorp and appropriately
referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
Resolution requesting the President, Post-

master General, our Senators and Con=-

gressmen to eliminate and forbid certain
types of commercial poatal matter

Resolved, by the City Council of the City
of Virginia, That—

Whereas the recent change In Federal
postal regulations has permitted various con-
cerns to distribute through the mails cir-
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culars addressed to “Occupant” in such s
manner as to make the Federal postal serv-
ice a bill-peddling agency for commercial
establishments; and

Whereas the great volume of such mail
received by the citizens of this city consti-
tutes a nuisance to them and hardships upon
the personnel of the postal service respon-
sible for deliveries, and also createss a muni-
cipal problem for the city and the disposi-
tion of such mail, much of which is spurious;
and

Whereas the low charge for the distribu-
tion of such advertising matter as well as
the low and reasonable charge for other
types of commercial mail is such that the
continuance of this type of service at less
than the cost to the Federal postal service
has created a deficit which must be met by
ralsing the rates of legitimate mail service
utilized by the ordinary individual: Now,
therefore, be it hereby

Resolved, That the City Council of the City
of Virginia and the citizens of the city of
Virginia express its disapproval and dissatis-
faction of the continued rendering of this
type of service; and that a copy of this reso-
lution be sent to the President of the United
States, the Postmaster General, Senators
THYE and HUMPHREY, and Congressman
BratNiK with the specific request that every
possible step be taken to eliminate and for-
bid the continuing distribution of *“Occu-
pant” postal delivery and to revise the rates
for other types of commercial postal matter
so that all classes of mail will bear their
equitable share of the cost of the postal
service.

Moved by Alderman Virshek, supported by
Alderman Glatz, that the above resolution be
adopted.

Ayes: Alderman Oklobzija, Vukelich, Lu-
odo, Virshek, Thomas, Glatz, Nelson, Maki,
President Stock—9.

Nays: None.

Adopted Janaury 4, 1955.

ArTHUR J. STOCK,
President of the City Council.

Attest:

J. G. MLroY, Jr.,
City Clerk

Presented to the mayor, January & 1955.

Returned by the mayor, January 10, 1955.

Approved January 10, 1955:

JoHn VUKELICH,
Mayor.

OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE—RESOLU=-
TION OF BOARD OF COUNTY COM-
MISSIONERS, LAKE COUNTY,
MINN.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the REcorp, and appro-
priately referred, a resolution adopted by
the Board of County Commissioners of
Lake County, Minn., with regard to old-
age assistance.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Finance, and ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

Mrs. John LeClair appeared before the
board regarding a plan for the payment of
an amount equal to the Federal Govern=
ment’s share of old-age assistance directly
to every person of the age of 65 and over,
with reservations as to income.

Be it resolved, That this board of county
commissioners hereby endorses the plan pre-
sented by Mrs. John LeClair; and be it
further

Resolved, That coples of this plan and this
resolution be forwarded to Senator Thye,
Senator Humphrey, Congressman Blatnik,
and Governor Freeman.

Commissioner Dahlberg moved the adop-
tion of the foregoing resolution and the
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same was declared adopted upon the fol-
lowing vote. Yeas—Houle, Degerstedt, Dahl-
berg, Sandstrom, and Wiklund. Total
yeas—>5; nays—none,

Adopted January 4, 1955.

STATE OF MINNESOTA,
County of Lake, ss:

I, Paul W. Nelson, auditor of Lake County,
Minn., do hereby certify that I have com-
pared the foregoing resolution with the orig-
inal filed in my office on the 4th day of Jan-
uary 1955, and that the same is & true and
correct copy of the whole thereof.

Witness my hand and seal of office at Two
Harbors, Minn., this 14th day of January
19565.

PauvrL W. NELSON,
Auditor, Lake County, Minn,

Now the Government gives as much as
$35 a month to the States for certain old
people. Would it not be fairer to give $35
direct to every old person of 65, who applied
for it? Of course, there should be a limit’
on their other income, but make it so high,
at least $200 a month, so as to keep admin-
istrative costs to a minimum.

Of course, those who need more would
get it from the States, as they do now, but
the Federal Government would not pay any-
thing to the States for old-age pensions, ex-
cept for special services, such as for the
blind, for medical care, and to medical
institutions.

We know 835 a month is not an adequate
pension in itself, but it is rather to supple-
ment other present income. Besides, we
would rather have $35 a month now than a
larger amount after we're dead.

The applications could be made through
the post office, with the applicant paying a
small sum, say 50 cents, to the postmaster,
as the postmaster should not have to do
more for free than he is now.

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following reports of a committee
were submitted:

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, with an amend-
ment:

S. Res. 23. Resolution to investigate prob-
lems relating to economic stabilization and
mobilization (Rept, No. 20);

S. Res. 28. Resolution extending the au-
thority of the Committee on Armed Services
for hearings and investigations (Rept. No.
21);

S. Res. 36. Resolution extending the time
for a study by the Committee on Foreign
Relations on technical assistance and related
programs (Rept. No. 23);

S. Res. 37. Resolution providing additional
funds for the study of strategic and critical
materials by the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs (Rept. No. 22); and

S. Res. 39. Resolution authorizing the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs to em-
ploy temporary additional assistants (Rept.
No. 24).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency:

Glen E. Edgerton, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be President of the Export-Import
Bank of Washington;

Lynn U. Stambaugh, of North Dakota, to be
First Vice President of the Export-Import
Bank of Washington;

Hawthorne Arey, of Nebraska, to he a mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the Export-
Import Bank of Washington;
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George A. Blowers, of Florida, to be a mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the Export-
Import Bank of Washington; and

Vance Brand, of Ohio, to be a member of
the Board of Directors of the Export-Import
Bank of Washington.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. WILEY:

8.788. A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of a dairy research laboratory; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. WiLey when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. SpareMaN (for himself, Mr.
ANDERSON, Mr. BENDER, Mr. CLEM-
ENTS, Mr. DoUuGLAS, Mr. EASTLAND, Mr.
FULBRIGHT, Mr. Gore, Mr. HENNINGS,
Mr. Hn, Mr. HoLLAND, Mr. JACKSON,
Mr. JounsToN of South Carolina, Mr.
KEFAUVER, Mr. Kerr, Mr. KILGORE, Mr.
LANGER, Mr, LEHMAN, Mr. LoNg, Mr.
MagNUsON, Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr.
McCLELLAN, Mr. McNaMmara, Mr.
MONRONEY, Mr. Morsg, Mr. MURRAY,
Mr. NeeLy, Mr. NEUBERGER, Mr. ScoTT,
Mr. SmMATHERS, Mr. SteENNIS, Mr.
SymIiNcTON, Mr. THURMOND, Mr,
THYE, Mr., WiLEY, and Mr. YOUNG) :

S.789. A bill to continue authority to make
funds available for loans and grants under
title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amend=-
ed; to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

(See the remarks of Mr. SPAREMAN when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. GREEN:

S.790. A bill for the relief of Michael

Gerdelan; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.

8.1791. A bill to authorize the issuance of a
special series of stamps commemorative of
the 176th anniversary of the arrival of the
French Expeditionary Forces in America; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

By Mr. PURTELL:

S.792. A bill for the relief of Spyros Nich-
olaou Lekatsas; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CURTIS:

S.793. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code to provide that a Federal tax lien
shall not be valid, as against a holder of a
mechanic's lien, until notice of such tax lien
has been duly filed; to the Committee on
Finance.

B. 794. A bill to reserve to certain State and
Territorial agencles and tribunals the au-
thority to exercise jurisdiction over labor
disputes involving public utilities; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. RUSSELL (for himself and Mr.
SarronsTALL) (by request):

8.T795. A bill to amend the National De-
fense Facilities Act of 1950 to provide for
additional facilities necessary for the ad-
ministration and training of units of the
Reserve components of the Armed Forces of
the United States, and for other purposes;

B8.796. A bill to provide for the relief of
certain members of the Armed Forces who
were required to pay certain transportation
charges covering shipment of their house-
hold goods and personal effects upon return
from overseas, and for other purposes;

5.797. A bill to enact certain provisions
now included in the Department of Defense
Appropriation Act and the Civil Functions
Appropriation Act, and for other purposes;

8.798. A bill to provide for the tonnage
composition of the United States Navy with
respect to vessels, and for other purposes;

8. 799. A bill to provide that the enlistment
contracts or periods of obligated service of
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members of the Armed Forces shall not ter-
minate by reason of appointment as cadets
or midshipmen at the Military, Naval, Air
Force, or Coast Guard Academies, or as mid-
shipmen in the Naval Reserve, and for other
purposes;

5. 800. A bill to repeal the act of January
19, 1929 (ch. 86, 45 Stat. 1090), entitled “An
act to limit the date of filing claims for
retainer pay";

5.801. A bill to provide for the crediting
of certain service toward retirement of re-
serve personnel;

5.802. A bill to amend the Universal
Military Training and Service Act, as amend-
ed, to remove the requirement for a final
physical examination for inductees who
continue on active duty in another status
in the Armed Forces;

S.803. A bill to amend the act of June
19, 1948 (ch. 511, 62 Stat. 489), relating
to the retention in the service of disabled
commissioned officers and warrant officers of
the Army and Air Force; and

5.804. A bill to amend section 201 (e)
of the Career Compensation Act of 1949,
as amended, to provide for advance pay-
ments of certain pay and allowances of
members of the uniformed services, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed BServices.

(See the remarks of Mr., RusseLL when he
introduced the above bills, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. LANGER:

5. 805. A bill to indemnify drivers of mo-
tor vehicles of the postal service against
liability for damages arising out of the
operation of such vehicles in the perform-
ance of official duties; and

5.806. A bill to amend sections 3182 and
3183 of title 18 of the United States Code
50 as to authorize the use of an information
filed by a public prosecuting officer for mak-
ing demands for fugitives from justice; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. LaNcer when he
introduced the last above-mentioned bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

5.807. A bill to adjust the rates of an-
nuities for certain employees retired under
the Civil SBervice Retirement Act of May
28, 1830, as amended, prior to April 1, 1948;

B5.808. A bill to amend the Civil Service
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended,
80 as to provide certain benefits for the
widows of employees who died prior to Feb-
ruary 28, 1948, and for other purposes;

5.809. A bill to increase the basic rates
of compensation of certain officers and em-
ployees of the Federal Government;

8.810. A bill to amend section 6 of the
act of August 24, 1912, as amended, with
respect to the recognition of organizations
of postal and Federal employees;

S.811. A bill to reclassify supervisory em-
ployees in the field service of the Post Office
Department into step-rate grades compara-
ble with those for other postal employees
and employees in other Federal services,
and to adjust inequities;

5.812. A bill to make retroactive section
6 (b) (2) of the act of August 24, 1912 (37
Stat. 555), as amended, dealing with the
restoration to Government service of per-
sons improperly discharged, suspended, or
furloughed without pay under section 14 of
the Veterans® Preference Act of 1944, and
for other purposes;

5.813. A bill to increase the rates of basic
compensation of certain officers and em-
ployees of the Government;

S, 814. A bill to provide for exclusion from
the mails of mail violating certaln State
laws dealing with improper solicitations of
contributions by charitable organizations
and to forbid the payment of money orders
therefor;

(See the remarks of Mr. LaNGEr when he
introduced the last above-mentioned bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

5.815. A bill to amend the Civil Service
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended,

January 28

so as to permit the retirement of postal
employees who have rendered at least 30
years of service;

8.816. A bill to grant clvil-service em-
ployees retirement after 30 years' service;
and

5.817. A bill to provide maternity leave
for Government employees; to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. LANGER (for himself and Mr,
YoUNG) :

S.818. A bill for the relief of the North
Dakota State Hospital, Jamestown, N. Dak.;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.,

By Mr. SMATHERS:

S.819. A bill for the relief of Irene Guay
Salentine; and

S.820. A bill for the relief of Dorothy Mae
Howell; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BEALL:

5.821. A bill to amend title IX of the
District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937 so
as to provide retirement benefits for the
office of judge of the District of Columbia
Tax Court, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia,

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

8.822. A bill to require the armed services
to utilize private American shipping services
for the overseas transportation of commod-
ities and civilian personnel; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

5.823. A bill for the relief of Taghi Mir-
sepassl and his wife Heshmatol-Molouk Phil-
souf Mirsepassi and their child Khadidje 8,
Mirsepassi; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary. -

By Mr. JACKSON:

5.824. A Dbill to authorize and direct the
Secretary of the Interior to convey certain
lands erroneously conveyed to the United
States; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BRICKER:

5.825. A bill to authorize the Federal
Communications Commission to establish
rules and regulations and make orders with
respect to networks and their activities; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. BENDER:

S.826. A bill to provide for payments by
the Federal Government to States or local
taxing units adversely affected by Federal
acquisition, ownership, or use of defense pro-
duction facilities, to provide for the tax-
ation of certain Federal properties, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Gov=-
ernment Operations,

5. 827. A bill for the relief of Mojsze Hilde-
shaim and Ita Hildeshaim; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. THYE:

£.828. A bill to provide that the fluid-
milk program for schools established by sec-
tion 201 (c) of the Agricultural Act of 1949
shall be administered in accordance with the
provisions of the National School Lunch Act;
to the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry.

By Mr. BENDER:

S.829. A bill to authorize personnel of the
Armed Forces to train for, attend, and par-
ticipate in the Second Pan-American Games,
the Seventh Olympic Winter Games, Games
of the XVI Olympiad, future Pan-American
Games and Olympic Games, and certain
other international amateur sports competi-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee’ on Armed Services.

By Mr. HUMPHREY:

S.830. A bill for the relief of Iskar Spas
Schumanov; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary,

By Mr. SPARKMAN (for himself and
Mr. HILL) :

S.831. A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of the Horse Shoe Bend National Mili-
tary Park, in the State of Alabama; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
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By Mr. WELEER®

S.832. A bill for the rellef of Jonas Der-

cautan; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. LANGER (for himself and Mr.
MAGNUSON) @

S.833. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Esther
Chan Lee (Eta Lee); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. KEFAUVER:

S.834. A bill to amend section 203 (a) of
the Army and Air Force Vitalization and
Retirement Equalization Act of 1948; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

S.835. A bill to amend the Federal Un-
employment Tax Act; to the Committee on
Finance.

§.836. A bill for the relief of Wong Nan
Ling and Wong Nan Fee;

S.837. A bill for the relief of Aviva Ellel;

5.838. A bill for the relief of Frank Dea-
kins;

S.839. A bill for the relief of Antonio Bot-
tei and Clorimondo Mancia;

£.840. A bill for the relief of Henry Szy-
merskl (Henryk Szymerski) and Polly Hen-
rietta Saymerski;

S.B41. A bill for the relief of Oren E.
Cleveland;

S.842. A bill for the relief of James E.
Savage;

S. 843. A bill for the relief of Gerda Graup-
ner; and

S.844. A bill for the relief of Zev Cohen
(Zev Machtani); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

8.845. A bill to amend the Seniority Act
for Rural Mail Carriers to provide a method
for the promotion of substitute rural carriers
to the position of regular rural carrier; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

S.846. A bill to authorize the Attorney
General to suspend deportation and admit
for permanent residence under section 244 of
the Immigration and Nationality Act certain
aliens who have served honorably in the
Armed Forces of the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. LEEMAN when he
Introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

DAIRY RESEARCH CENTER,
MADISON, WIS.

Mr. WILEY. Mr, President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill
which I eaused to be prepared for the
purpose of establishing a dairy research
center at Madison, Wis. I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill, together with
an article which I wrote for the Febru-
ary 1955 issue of Better Farming mag-
azine, be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the bill
and article will be printed in the REcorn.

The bill (S. 788) to provide for the
establishment of a dairy research lab-
oratory, introduced by Mr. WILEY, was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, and ordered to be printed in
the Recorp as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as the
“Secretary”) is hereby authorized and di-
rected to establish a dairy research labora-
tory to be known and designated as the
Dairy Research Laboratory of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. The Secretary shall
establish such laboratory at Madison, Wis.

Szc. 2. The objectives of the laboratory to
be established under this act shall be to con-
duct and stimulate continuous research into
the basie problems of dairying, including but
not limited to research relating to the im-
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provement of the quality of, and the develop-
ment of new and improved methods of,
packaging, processing, refrigeration, powder-
ing, condensing, transportation, storing,
marketing, distribution, and merchandising
of dairy commodities; research relating to
the combating of livestock disease, the in-
creasing of dairy productivity, the lowering
of dairy costs; research relating to the prob-
lems of human nutrition and the nutritive
value of dairy products, including gains or
losses in nutritive value that may take place
at any stage in their production, distribu-
tion, processing, and preparation for use by
the consumer; research relating to the de-
velopment of present, new, and extended
food and nonfood uses and markets for dairy
products and byproducts; research relating
to the design, development, improvement,
and the more efficient use of dairy machines
and equipment; and research relating to any
other matters that may contribute to the
establishment and maintenance of a more
effective dairy industry.

Sec. 3. The Secretary Is hereby authorized
(a) to provide, by construction or otherwise,
the necessary facilities for the housing of
the Dairy Research Laboratory established
under this act, including any equipment
necessary to the operation of such labora=-
tory; (b) to maintain, repair, and alter such
facilities; (c) to acquire bulldings, property,
and rights and interests therein by purchase,
lease, gift, transfer, condemnation, or other-
wise, necessary to the operation of such
laboratory; (d) to incur necessary adminis-
trative expenses in the establishment and
operation of such laboratory, including per-
sonal services; (e) to accept in the name of
the United States donations of any build-
ings, property, real or personal, to such lab-
oratory; and (f) to utilize voluntary or un-
compensated services at such laboratory.

Sec. 4. In order to facilitate administra-
tion and to increase the effectiveness of all
dairy research facilities of the Department
of Agriculture, the Secretary is authorized
and directed, notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, to transfer the functions, pow=-
ers, and dutles of any other agency, division,
bureau, service, section, or other administra~
tive unit in the Department of Agriculture,
which is primarily concerned with research
in connection with dairy products, to the
Dairy Research Laboratory established under
this act.

Sec. 5. In carrying out the provisions of
this act the Secretary may cooperate with
other agencies of the Government, State
agencies, State colleges and universities, pri-
vate research organizations, purchasing and
consuming organizations, chambers of com-
merce, transportation and storage agencies
and organizations, and other persons or cor-
porations engaged in the production, packag-
ing, processing, refrigeration, powdering,
condensing, transportation, storing, market-
ing, distribution, and merchandising of dairy
products or byproducts.

Sec. 6. The Secretary shall promulgate such
orders, rules, and regulations as he deems
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
act.

Sec. 7. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated such funds as are necessary to
carry out the provisions of this act.

The article presented by Mr. WiLEY is
as follows:

| From Better Farming of February 1955]

“We NeEEp A Damy RESEARCH CENTER™
(By ALExanpER WILEY, United States Senator

from. Wisconsin)

You could be dollars ahead in your milk
business this year and every year if we would
do a better job of organizing our dairy brain
power.

The same kind of concentrated study that
opened up vast, new production and market-
ing flelds for wood and aluminum can be
used to the advantage of dalry products and
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milk producers. One of the results, I'm con=
vinced, would be an improvement in your
milk checks.

It's true that dalrying is centuries old and
we ought to know most of the answers by
now, but the fact is we're just beginning to
recognize the modern potentialities in milk.
Actually, I think we're on the threshold of
a vast and uncharted dairy future with new
products, new methods, and new markets
still ahead.

We need to open the doors to this future
as soon as possible. The key is concentrated
research—research of the same Intensity that
unlocked the secrets of the uranium atom.

Today we need a dairy district project
for milk just as we had to have a Manhattan
District project during World War II to
harness the atom.

No other single force holds more dramatie,
far-reaching potentialities for dairymen and
American agriculture than a dynamic milk-
research project on a national scale.

Research into what? 1 say into every-
thing related to milk: Processing, packaging,
refrigeration, powdering, condensing, and
merchandising. Research to combat live-
stock diseases, increase productivity, lower
costs, and improve machinery. Research,
too, into human nutritional needs.

A lot of this research is already going on,
as you know, in private and public labora-
tories, in colleges and universities, and on
experimental farms. Nowhere, though, is it
proceeding with the intensity or co-
ordination equal to the needs of our times.

Most inadequate of all, in my opinion, is
our research into new industrial uses to be
gained from the chemical masterpiece which
is milk. Yet it is in this field, I believe,
that we will find our greatest opportunities
for expansion.

It is altogether reasonable to expect that
nature's first and most nearly perfect food
should hold promise for new miracles of
chemistry, perhaps surpassing even those
derived from the lowly corncob, nuisance
sawdust, or from the humble soybean and
peanut. Out of these products, research has
developed literally hundreds of new uses.
Residues which once were regarded as sheer
waste have now taken on tremendous eco-
nomic value.
~ We can also unlock the secrets of the milk
molecule. To get this done I propose estab-
lishment of a new dairy research laboratory
to serve the Nation. It should be located, I
feel, at the heart of the dairy industry, which
is Wisconsin—the State we are proud fo call
America’s dairyland.

Such a laboratory can become a fitting
companion to the great Forest Products Lab-
oratory at Madison, which over the years has
produced a tide of research findings to enrich
the entire woodworking industry.

Let me make it perfectly clear that I recog-
nize and appreclate the fine research which
has been done thus far by the Department
of Agriculture at its four regional research
laboratories, one of which has devoted part
of its efforts to dairying. Nevertheless, I am
convinced we will not tap even 1 percent
of the potential discoveries awaiting us until
we have a laboratory devoted exclusively to
dairy products.

We have hardly touched the hem of the
garment of such discoveries so far. We will
never touch the full garment until we make
an all-out effort.

Suppose, during World War II we had scat-
tered the then infant atomic research into
a dozen projects at a dozen locations, uncen-
tralized and uncoordinated. Do you think
we could have developed the atomic bomb
while the war still raged? Of course not.

Instead, we wisely took a centralized, co-
ordinated approach. We established the
Manhattan District Project. We put $2 bil-
lion into it. We made available the greatest
sclentific geniuses of the allled world. Out
of this mammoth effort came the discovery
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which led to the end of World War II after
the explosions at Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

By contrast, a dairy district project would
not be devoted to destruction, but to con=-
struction of the human body and of Amer=-
ica’s soil. In a very short time it would be
recognized as the worldwide spearhead of
dairy research.

The time to begin the laboratory is now.

Toward this end, I shall introduce legisla-
tion authorizing funds for the prompt es-
tablishment of the laboratory. It will take
time, of course, to build it and staff it with
men of outstanding qualifications. But
meanwhile there is no need to be idle; the
project can be set in motion now by utilizing
whatever facilities are already available.

Later, when the structure is erected, all
the dairy research can be brought together
within one building—preferably in Wiscon-
sin, to my way of thinking, but in any event
in some appropriate, central location.

From the outset, certain facts should be
clearly recognized.

1. Early research has already indicated
what can be attained in the future. Casein
makes a good illustration. It is now used
in the manufacture of coated paper, glues,
cold-water paints, adhesives, plastics, cos-
metics, ink, and a score of other products.

2. The key problem in milk-residue re-
search is economic. To find profitable, new
industrial uses for the components of milk,
it must be possible to manufacture and dis-
tribute them in. competition with other
products, some of which begin as raw ma-
terials less costly than milk.

Time after time, splendid new uses have
been found for milk residues; yet they have
not been sufficiently competitive.

A synthetic rubber was developed from
milk, for example, that was extraordinarily
resistant to the action of hot oil. For a time,
it was used extensively in gaskets for auto-
mobile automatic transmissions. Then, un-
fortunately, it became apparent that the raw
material could be obtained cheaper and more
surely from petroleum. Research in this di-
rection was discontinued.

3. The research I am proposing is by no
means the exclusive or even the principal
remedy for the total dairy problem. It can
be, however, an important factor In the
solution.

Meanwhile, we must continue work to ex-
pand the consumption of both fluld milk
and nonfat milk solids. Today you get the
highest price, of course, for whole milk go-
ing into the consumer trads. But dairy
statistics show something else that is im-

nt.

In 1953, according to preliminary USDA
figures, 18.3 percent of the milk solids pro-
duced went into nonfood uses. This
amount—primarily the solids in skim milk,
buttermilk, and whey—was either fed to pigs
or chickens or used for various commercial
purposes.

These solids make excellent animal food.
More important, however, they are invalu-
able nutritious human food. New uses
should be developed for these nonfat milk
solids for human consumption purposes.

Then, after human consumption is in-
creased, the remainder should be devoted
to the expanded industrial consumption
mentioned before.

There is no good reason why industrial
use of milk components should not become
an effective safety valve for milk producers,
providing an acceptable outlet for solids in
times of unusually heavy production. This
is no pipe dream. We have been too ready
to assume that just because something hasn't
been done, it can't be done. That's nega-
tive. We don't have to accept the status
quo. In my opinion there are no limits
to what research can do or the fields, now
undreamed of, that can be opened up. The
day may even come, if we give wings to
research, when industrial demands will be
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competing with human consumption needs
for the output of our dairy herds.

Right now, though, we don't eat enough
of the milk solids and industry doesn't have
sufficient uses for them. We urgently need
some more pioneering work on both fronts.

The necessity for this research is certain
to increase as time passed. By 1975, there
could be more than 190 million Americans.
In serving this expanding population, how-
ever, we may find that our milk surplus
has grown rather than diminished. Milk
production per cow in 1975 will probably
average close to 7,000 pounds of milk a year.
Under these circumstances, we must have
ready some sound alternative uses for milk
components.

Anyone who thinks the task is unsolvable
underestimates the genius of American in-
dustry and chemistry. Cynics should re-
member what was accomplished during the
war, when the whole powdered milk field
was revolutionized almost overnight.

American flexibility operates in our favor,
Americans will change their eating habits
just as corporations will change their buy-
ing habits if we (1) devise new and better
products, (2) package better-tasting, more
attractive and economical food, or (3) pro-
duce less expensive raw materials.

Frozen orange juice is a case in point,
A few years ago there was no such thing.

Who can tell what new milk products
will be devised or what new forms of pow-
dering, condensing, refrigerating, and pack-
aging will be developed if we concentrate on
this research job?

The odds for success are against us,
though, unless we make an all-out effort.
Only a dairy research laboratory is equal
to this effort.

Whatever the cost of the laboratory, it
will be worth it.

Our experience is that for every dollar
invested in research, we may get back in
actual taxpayer wealth from $5 to $100 or
more.

We spent $70,000 cooperating with the
Florida citrus commission in the develop-
ment of orange-juice concentrate. But last
year Americans pald an estimated $150
million for 43 million gallons of this frozen
juice. This is just one of many illustrations
of what a small Federal research expendi-
ture can help accomplish.

Think of the good that could be accom-
plished by intensive research in milk. A
dairy research laboratory—working hand-in-
hand with the great universities and great
corporation laboratories—is a challenge to
America. It is a challenge I will offer to the
84th Congress.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may speak for
not to exceed 5 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro - tempore.
Without objection, the Senator from
Wisconsin may proceed.

Mr. WILEY. The Nation's dairy in-
dustry is confronted by a great many
challenges. One problem is low prices.
For example, in 1954, Wisconsin dairy-
men received only $3.54 per hundred-
weight of milk—a distressingly inade-
quate return. Still another of the im-
portant challenges is to find ways and
means of utilizing the vast amount of
surpluses which are at present piling up
in America’s warehouses. This presents
a challenge.

The basic fact of the current situation
is that American consumption is far too
low in relation to dairy products. If
consumption were increased, it would
more than absorb the present so-called
surplus. We must do everything possi-
ble, therefore, to encourage increased
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consumption. This will require im-
proved processing, merchandising, pack-
aging, retailing, advertising, public rela-
tions of dairy products.

At the producing end, we must find
new techniques for turning out even bet-
ter quality, lower cost, better tasting,
more appealing dairy products. To do
this will take research and it is for this
primary purpose that I am proposing the
new laboratory today.

At the same time, research of a total-
ly different type is also required. I refer
to research into new byproducts of milk.

Within this generation, there have
been a series of revolutionary discoveries
of new uses of other basic agricultural
commodities. I believe that what has
been done with respect to the cotton
plant, the peanut, the corncob, and other
agricultural items, can and should be
done with regard to milk. I believe that
from the molecule of milk can be ex-
tracted secrets for new uses which can
be of tremendous significance to the
American dairy industry.

I point out that, as I stated in the
Better Farming article which is printed
in today's REcorDp, a great deal of out-
standing research is now being per-
formed. For example, at the University
of Wisconsin, able research chemists,
biologists, physicists, and others are
every day attacking many phases of milk
uses.

The research center should be the
basis for an all-out coordinated mass
attack on the whole dairy problem. In
‘Wisconsin there are produced about 17
billion pounds of milk a year. We are
talking now about opening up the gates
for foreign trade, and yet there are bar-
riers which prevent the shipment of
Wisconsin milk into the city of Wash-
ington. Of course, the laboratory to
which I have referred would not go into
that phase of the problem.

Mr. President, if we in this country
were to consume the amount of milk
we -should, of .course that would answer
the problem to a large extent; but with
the advent of atomic energy, we have
been delving into new fields of research.
We might very well think in terms of
utilizing this great natural food in many
other directions than that in which it is
now being used.

What I am proposing by means of
this dairy research center is a type of
all-out, coordinated, mass attack on the
dairy problem. Such a research center
will be capable, within a relatively short
period of time, I repeat, of producing
discoveries which otherwise might not
be forthcoming for a generation.

I should like to make clear that I have
very definitely planned that the splen-
did work of the various State agricultural
experiment stations be continued. Ob-
viously all dairy research work cannot
be placed under one roof, at one dairy
research center. Muech can and should
be continued on the present Federal-
State basis, rather than by having every-
thing transplanted to one location ex-
clusively. At the same time, I believe
that savings can be effected by greater
coordination within the research center.

Mr. President, I earnestly hope that
in accordance with the facts which are
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set forth in the article from Better Farm-
ing, action can be taken to set up this
research laboratory.

Let me say that I believe it is the funec-
tion of government to reach out for
new knowledge and to apply that knowl-
edge to the betterment of its citizens. I
feel that through the coordinated avenue
I have suggested, if such an institute or
research center were established in, let
us say, Madison, Wis., we would have
there a research center which would
lead into undiscovered fields and to the
utilization of the vast amount of energy
which is to be found in milk; and the
result would be the betterment of the
race.

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR
FUNDS FOR CERTAIN LOANS AND
GRANTS

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AnpersoN], the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. BenpEr], the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. CLEMENTs], the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas], the
senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EastLanp], the junior Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FoiericHT], the junior
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, the
senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN-
NINGs], my colleague, the senior Senator
from Alabama [Mr. Hrril, the senior
Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLiawpl,
the junior Senator from Washington
[Mr. Jackson], the senior Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. JorNsTON], the
senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KEerauver], the senior Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerrl, the senior Sena-
tor from West Virginia [Mr. KirLcorel,
the senior Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Lancer], the Senator from New
York [Mr. LeaMan], the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Long], the senior Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. MacNUsoN]1,
the junior Senator from Montana [Mr.
MansrFieLp], the senior Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. McNamaral, the
junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MongroNEY], the senior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morse]l, the senior Senator
from Montana [Mr. MUrrAY], the junior
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NegLv],
the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr.
NEeuBerGeEr], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Scorrl, the junior Sena-
tor from Florida [Mr. SMaTHERS], the
junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
SteENNIS], the junior Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr, SymiNcToN], the junior Sena-
tor South Carolina [Mr. THUrRMOND], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE],
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
Wireyl, and the junior Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Youncl, I introduce
for appropriate reference a bhill to con=-
tinue authority to make funds available
for loans and grants under title V of the
Housing Act of 1949, as amended.

The bill would continue the farm
housing program which was established
under title V of the Housing Act of 1949.
The provisions of this program were
originally sponsored by Representative
Boe JonEgs, of the Eighth District of Ala-
bama, and I. Representative JoNEs is
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today introducing a bill identical to this
one.

In spite of the great good accom-
plished under this farm housing program
during the 5 years of its operation, it was
virtually allowed to die last year. This
was so even though Congress unani-
mously voted to continue the authority
for it. Unfortunately, the Bureau of the
Budget did not submit an estimate, and
funds were not appropriated.

Mr. President, many Senators on both
sides of the aisle originally supported
this Farm Housing Act, and have con-
sistently voted for continuation of the
authority. Let me say that when the
act was extended last year, a great num-
E?]S of Senators joined in sponsoring the

I have not had an opportunity to in-
vite all Senators who may be interested
to join this year in sponsoring this bill.
With that in mind, I now request that
the bill lie on the table until next
Wednesday, before being printed, so that
any Senators who may wish to do so may
join the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
EULBRIGHT] and I as cosponsors of the

ill,

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a statement I have
prepared in connection with the bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
statement will be printed in the REcoRD.

The bill (S. 789) to continue authority
to make funds available for loans and
grants under title V of the Housing Act
of 1949, as amended, introduced by Mr.
SPARKMAN (for himself and Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT), was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

The statement presented by Mr,
SPARKMAN is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR SPARKMAN

In passing the Housing Act of 1949, Con-
gress said in clear terms that we recognized
the need for financial assistance to both
farm and city families living in substandard
homes if these families were to have an op=
portunity to obtaln decent and adequate
housing.

Title V of the act specifically authorized
loans to farm owners to enable them to build,
modernize or rapa!r their homes and farm
service buildings needed to operate their
farms proﬁtably. The orlglns.l act author-
ized annual appropriations for 4 fiscal years,
beginning July 1, 1949. Although the law
was amended in 1952 to extend the appro-
priation authorities for an additional year,
no provision for loan appropriations was
made bayond the 1954 fiscal year.

Last year Congress extended the authorl-
ties of title V of the Housing Act of 1949,
but did not appropriate funds to continue
the program. The Budget Bureau sub-
mitted no estimate.

Originally the act authorized appropria-
tions of $275 million for farm housing pur-
poses. Only about a third of this amount
was actually made avallable. The general
curtailment of noadefense Government ex-
penditures associated with the Korean war
as well as certain building material shortages
that existed in immediate postwar Years are
the principal reasons why the farm housing
program did not reach its anticipated
volume.

The amount avallable for the 1954 fiseal
year was #19 million. The demand for these
loans was so great that almost all of the
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funds were committed within 6 months,
The Farmers' Home Administration received
thousands of applications that went unsatis-
fled because the farm housing funds were
insufficient to fill the needs.

Approximately 18,600 farm families have
benefited from the nearly $100 million of
farm housing funds that were made avail-
able during the years 1950-54 inclusive.
With these funds they built or repaired over
16,000 farm homes, approximately 14,000 farm
service buildings and over 7,200 water sys-
tems. In my home State of Alabama, over
700 families have received farm housing loans
to build new and modern homes, and over 200
additional families repaired and modernized
their homes. In addltion, about 400 farm
service buildings and more than 600 water
systems have been financed with farm hous-
ing funds. In all, about $6 million was
loaned to Alabama farmers for these pur-
poses.

This is a mere beginning in solving the
problems of substandard housing on our
Alabama farms but it does demonstrate the
effectiveness of the farm housing loan au-
thorities in meeting a critical need of farm
familles for construction credit.

That Alabama farmers want better housing
is shown by the fact that the demand for
these loans was so great during the last year
the program was active that 80 percent of the
funds allotted to Alabama was obligated
within 2 months.

The cost of these new homes has been ex-
ceptionally low. To a person accustomed to
the price of city homes, it seems almost un-
bellevable that farm families should be able
to build good, substantial homes at an aver-
age cash outlay of less than $6,500. While
these homes are modest in design, they do
meet all the generally accepted requirements
of a decent, safe and sanitary living.

Low cash cost when compared with similar
urban homes results from a number of rea-
sons. One is the fact that there is no land
cost involved. Another is that the borrower
and his family ordinarily are able to con=-
tribute a substantial amount of labor, and
a third is that in many cases borrowers have
been able to utilize such materials as timber,
sand, gravel, or stone from their own farms
or else obtain such materials from local
sources at a low cost.

Low cost, however, does not mean low
quality. Each of these homes was required
to meet the construction standards of the
Farmers Home Administration. These
standards protect the borrower against faulty
construction and the Government against
unsound investment. The standards are
flexible enough to permit a farmer to use
his skills and ingenuity to build at minimum
cost the kind of a home of which he and his
Tamily are justifiably proud.

In addition to providing financing for
farm homes, the farm housing program of-
fers farm families an opportunity to build
or improve service buildings needed to put
their farms on a paying basis, and to operate
them more efficiently.

A fourth of the farm housing funds have
been used for purposes such as building dairy
barns, general-purpose barns, poultry houses,
and for installing water systems. While this
has not been the largest fleld of activity of
the housing program it has been a highly
significant one. Through it some farmers
have been able to put their units on a paying
basis; others have been able to make neces-
sary changes in their farm buildings to meet
the changing requirements of our present-
day agriculture; and others have changed
their building facilities so as to use more
efficiently their family labor and their land.

The nature of the farming business—one
in which the family home and income-pro-
ducing activities are inseparably joined—
makes this authority an important phase
of our farm housing program.
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The level of living of farm families depends
upon the productivity of their farm. When
through the addition or modernization of
farm service buildings farm families of mod-
erate means, such as the ones to whom farm
housing loans are made, are able to increase
their income, they are better able to pay the
cost of a decent home.

These housing loans to farm families who
are unable to obtain their credit from the
usual sources are sound investments. Dur-
ing the 4 years that the farm housing pro-
gram was in operation, borrowers established
a commendable repayment record. As of
January 31, 1954, less than 5 percent of the
borrowers had not paid in full the amounts
that had become due on their loans. Ap-
proximately one-third had paid more than
was due.

I am particularly proud of the repayment
record established by the borrowers in Ala-
bama. Of the almost 1,000 farm housing
borrowers who had payments due at the end
of 1953, less than 1 percent had not pald the
full amount due on their loan. These few
are the families who did not have sufficient
resources to meet the credit requirements of
conventional lenders for a construction loan.
However, as soon as they make sufficient
progress to qualify for a loan from another
source they will be required to refinance
their Government loans with private or co-
operative lending institutions. They only
need adequate credit on reasonable terms
&nd an opportunity to prove that they are
good credit risks. When the construction
work is finished and the loans become sea-
soned, private credit agencles can and will
carry the remaining debt.

The farm housing program is not in com-
petition with private and cooperative credit,
but rather it is an integral part of our total
credit system that will enable farm families
to have homes comparable to those enjoyed
by city dwellers. I think we will all agree
that a high percentage of our city families
are well housed today because they have
been aided in their home purchase or im-
provement through Government-financed,
insured, or guaranteed program. We should
do no less for the farm families.

Although the inadequacy of farm homes
has been less conspicuous and perhaps less
publicized than the slums in the cities, a far
greater percentage of our farm families are
living in substandard houses than is true of
urban families. Nationwide, 1 out of every 5
farm families is living in a house that is so
dilapidated that it either needs to be re-
placed or else needs major repairs. In Ala-
bama only 1 farm family out of 12 has the
commonly accepted convenience of a private
toilet, bath, and hot running water. One out
of four families live in homes having less
than four rooms, A high percentage of Ala-
bama farm homes are not only inadequate
but 1 out of every 3 needs major repairs
or needs to be replaced.

The economic and social problems associ-
ated with inadequate housing on a fifth of
our Nation’s farms are too great to be brushed
aside. The idea that privation and hardship
necessarily are a part of farm life was com-
monly accepted during the years when our
country was being settled, but today farm
families want, and I believe they are entitled
to, the same conveniences that city people
enjoy.

Farm families for one reason or another
frequently have deferred home improvements
until they had paid for their farms. The
idea has prevailed among both farmers and
lenders that the house was something to be
improved out of savings and that it was not
prudent for the farmer to borrow to give his
family a decent home. This postponement
of home improvements frequently extended
beyond the years of greatest family need—
the years when the children were at home.
Particularly during these years, the house-
hold duties of farm wives meant hard labor
and drudgery without such commonly ac-
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cepted conveniences as electricity, running
water, and efliciently designed and equipped
kitchens.

This postponement of home improvements
was largely because of economic necessity
and not by choice. AH too frequently farm
families never did accumulate enough money
to build a decent home. The possibilities
of obtalning a long-term amortized loan to
build a new home were exceedingly rare;
consequently, many of these families were
forced to patch up and continue to live in
run down and inadequate homes.

Today, farm families no longer accept the
notion that because they choose farming as
a way of life they need to live in homes
that are inconvenient and inadequate. To
the extent that private and cooperative credit
sources can meet the building credit needs
of farm families they should be encouraged
to do so. Government loan guaranties and
insurance have encouraged private capital to
finance improved housing for our city fam-
ilies on a substantial scale. When private
credit was not available direct Government
loans have been provided. What farm fami-
lies want and need is a like opportunity to
finance farm-building improvements.

The farm-housing section of the Housing
Act of 1949 gives this opportunity to the
farm families who cannot obtain their fi-
nancing from private or cooperative sources.
The limited funds that have been made
available under this act have proved its effec-
tiveness in helping farm families of modest
means improve their homes.

We need to extend these authorities. They
are an essential part of our national housing
program which has as its objective the pro-
gressive improvements of our housing stand-
ards with the eventual realization of a decent
home and suitable living environment for
every American family.

PROFOSED LEGISLATION FOR THE
ARMED SERVICES

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SavTonsrtarLr], I in-
troduce for appropriate reference 10 bills
relating to the armed services. Each of
these bills is requested by the Depart-
ment of Defense and is accompanied by
a letter of transmittal from the appropri-
ate military department. I ask unani-
mous consent that the letters of trans-
mittal be printed in the REcorp immedi-
ately following the listing of the bills
introduced.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bills will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the let-
ters of transmittal will be printed in the
RECORD, as requested by the Senator from
Georgia.

The bills, introduced by Mr. RUSSELL
(for himself and Mr. SaLTonsTALL) (by
request) were received, read twice by
their titles, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services, as follows:

8.795. To amend the National Defense Fa-
cilities Act of 1950 to provide for additional
facilities necessary for the administration
and tratning of units of the Reserve com-
ponents of the Armed Forces of the United
States, and for other purposes.

(The letter accompanying Senate bill 795
is as follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D. C., January 6, 1955.
Hon. RicaArRD M. Nixow,
- President of the Senate.

Dear Mgr. PrESIDENT: There is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation to amend the
National Defense Facllities Act of 1850 to
provide for additional facilities necessary for
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the administration and training of units of
the Reserve components of the Armed
Forces of the United States, and for other
purposes.

This proposal is a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1955, and
the Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there would be no objection to its transmit-
tal to the Congress for consideration. The
Department of the Army has been designated
as the representative of the Department of
Defense for this legislation. It is recom-
mended that this proposal be enacted by the
Congress.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

It is the purpose of this proposed legisla-
tion to convert the existing temporary pro-
gram for the acquisition of facilities for the
Reserve components to a permanent program
by repealing both the time and monetary lim-
itations imposed by the National Defense Fa-
cilities Act of 1850.

The National Defense Facilities Act of 1950
(64 Stat. 829) authorizes the acquisition and
utilization of such facilities as may be neces-
sary for the proper development, training,
operation, and maintenance of units of the
Reserve components of the Armed Forces of
the United States.

Section 3 of that act limits the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated to $250 million
over a period of the § fiscal years following
its enactment. Such period will expire with
fiscal year 1956, and it is contemplated that
the amount of authorization utilized by that
time will approach the monetary limitation
established in the act.

If section 3 is amended, as proposed, the
Becretary of Defense will be authorized to
continue such program on a permanent basis
within the limits of such amounts as the
Congress may, from time to time, appropriate
for such purpose. The acquisition, including
construction, which would be so authorized,
would provide for additional increments of
the longer-range requirements of the Re-
serve components. Additionally, establish-
ment of the program on a permanent basis
would permit more effective long-range plan-
ning in this area.

COST AND BUDGET DATA

Enactment of this proposal would result
in no increase in the budgetary requirements
of the Department of Defense.

Sincerely yours,
RoBerT T. STEVENS,
Secretary of the Army.

S.796. To provide for the relief of certain
members of the Armed Forces who were re-
quired to pay certain transportation charges
covering shipment of their household goods
and personal effects upon return from over=
seas, and for other purposes.

(The letter accompanying Senate bill 796
is as follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF THE Am FORCE,
Washington, January 3, 1955.
Hon. RicHarp M. Nmxon,
President of the Senate.

Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: There is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation to provide
for the relief of certain members of the
Armed Forces who were required to pay cer-
tain transportation charges covering ship-
ment of their household goods and personal
effects upon return from overseas, and for
other purposes.

This proposal is a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1955 and
the Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there would be no objection to the presenta-
tion of this proposal for the consideration of
the Congress. The Department of the Air
Force has been designated as the representa-
tive of the Department of Defense for this
legislation. It is recommended that this
proposal be enacted by the Congress.

PURFOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The purpose of this proposed legislation
is to afford relief for certain military per-
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sonnel who, on their return from an overseas
or Alaskan tour of duty, were charged with
transportation, packing, crating, temporary
storage, drayage, and unpacking of house-
hold goods and personal effects for poundage
in excess of 9,000 pounds net.

Certain provisions of the Joint Travel
Regulations covering weight limitations on
shipments of household goods, established
pursuant to the Career Compensation Act of
1949, were limited by the Appropriation Acts
of 1953 and 1954.

Section 632 of Public Law 488, B2d Con-
gress (Department of Defense Appropriation
Act, 1953), provides that mo part of any
appropriation contained in that act shall be
available to expense of transportation, pack-
ing, crating, temporary storage, drayage, and
unpacking of household goods and personal
effects in excess of an average of 5,000 pounds
net, such average to be based on the total
number of shipments authorized for perma-
nent change of station during the previous
fiscal year but not exceeding 9,000 pounds
net in any one shipment,

Section 629 of Public Law 179, 83d Congress
(Department of Defense Appropriation Act,
1954), while retaining the weight limitations
of 5,000 and 9,000 pounds net, differs from
section 632 of Public Law 488, 82d Congress,
in that the qualification as to average, “such
average to be based upon the total number of
shipments authorized for permanent change
of station during the previous fiscal year,” is
omitted. Further, the limitations imposed in
section 629 are not “applicable in the case of
members transferred to or serving in stations
outside the continental United States or in
Alaska under orders relieving them from a
duty station within the United States prior
to July 10, 1852, and who are returned to the
United States under orders relieving them
from a duty station beyond the United States
or in Alaska on or after July 1, 1953." In
other words, personnel who meet the above-
stated requirements will not be affected by
the 5,000- or 9,000-pound limitations but are
limited by the provisions of the joint travel
regulations established in accordance with
the Career Compensation Act of 1949,

While section 629, Public Law 179, 83d Con-
gress, offers relief not afforded in section 632,
Public Law 488, 82d Congress, certain inequi-
ties have arisen from its application. This
proposal would remove these inequities.
Under section 629 personnel who complete
their overseas or Alaskan tour and return to
the States under orders relieving them from
duty on July 1, 1953, are protected under the
saving provision of that section; personnel
who were ordered overseas prior to July 10,
1952, but who returned on June 30, 1953, or
earlier, are not so protected. In the first case,
the transportation, crating, ete. (if within
the limiting provisions of the joint travel
regulations), are pald for by the Govern-
ment; in the second case the individual must
reimburse the Government for poundage in
excess of 9,000 pounds net. The individual
required to make such reimbursement had,
in good faith, shipped household goods to
the overseas or Alaskan theater in accordance
with joint travel regulations then in effect.
In some cases personnel for whom relief is
sought are members of the Reserve who were
recalled to active duty, had their household
goods shipped at Government expense, were
led to believe the return shipment would be
at Government expense, and have since been
called upon to defray part of the cost of the
return shipment when being returned to an
inactive duty status. Actions of this nature
lend support to the charge that the services
are constantly changing the conditions of
service from those in effect at the time mili-
tary personnel came on active duty.

‘While the military departments have not
considered the 8,000-pound limitation to be
applicable to intratheater moves of personnel
who were not subject to the limitation on
their overseas shipment, the proposal does
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expressly exempt such moves from the limita-
tion,
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES

A similar proposal was submitted to the
83d Congress on May 26, 1954, as a part of
the Department of Defense legislative pro-
gram for 1954, and was introduced as 8. 3575,
but no further action was taken thereon.

COST AND BUDGET DATA

It is estimated that the enactment of this
proposal will result in an increased cost to
the Army of $50,000 and to the Navy of
$13,000 for fiscal year 1956. These amounts
can be absorbed within funds appropriated
for such purpose.

Sincerely yours,
HaroLD E. TALBOTT.

S5.797. To enact certain provisions now
included in the Department of Defense Ap-
propriation Aet and the Civil Functions Ap-
propriation Act, and for other purposes.

(The letter accompanying Senate bill 797
is as follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF THE AR FORCE,
Washington, Januwary 23, 1955.
Hon. RicHARD M. NIxon,
President of the Senate.

Dear Mgr. PrResDENT: There is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation to enact cer=
tain provisions now included in the Depart=
ment of Defense Appropriation Act and the
Civil Functions Appropriation Act, and for
other purposes, and a sectional analysis
thereof.

This proposal Is a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 195656 and
the Bureau of the Budget has advised that
it has no objection to the submission of this
proposal for the consideration of the Con=-
gress., The Department of the Air Force
has been designated as the Tepresentative
of the Department of Defense for this legis-
lation. It is recommended that this proposal
be enacted by the Congress. A

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

This proposed legislation would provide
legislative authorization for certain activi-
ties of the Department of Defense now sup=
ported only by provisions contained in the
annual appropriation acts. A detailed dis-
cussion of each section is contained in the
attached sectional analysis.

COST AND BUDGET DATA

The enactment of this proposal will cause
no aparent increase in the budgetary require=
ments for the Department of Defense,

Sincerely yours,
HarorLp E. TALBOTT.

“SECTIONAL ANALYSIS OF A BiLL To ENACT
CerRTAIN ProvisioNs Now INCLUDED IN THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATION
Act AND THE CIviL FUNCTIONS APPROPRIA=-
TION ACT, AND FOR OTHER PURFOSES

“Section 1: (a) This subsection would
enact into permanent law the authority con-
tained in the following provisions of the
Department of Defense Appropriation Act,
1955 (Public Law 458, 83d Cong.)—

“Military personnel, Army: ‘Donations of
not to exceed $25 to each prisoner upon each
release from confinement in an Army prison
(other than a disciplinary barracks) and
to each person discharged for fraudulent
enlistment.’

“Maintenance and operations, Army: ‘Do-
nations of not to exceed $25 to each prisoner
upon each release from confinement in a
disciplinary barracks’; ‘civilian clothing, not
to exceed $30 in cost, to be issued each per-
son upon each release from confinement in
an Army prison and to each soldier dis-
charged otherwise than honorably, or sen-
tenced by a civil court to confinement in a
civil prison, or interned or discharged as
an alien enemy.”

“Maintenance and operations, Air Force:
‘Civilian clothing and, when necessary, an
overcoat, the cost of all not to exceed $30,
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for each person upon each release from a
military prison.’

“Military personnel, Air Force: ‘Donations
of not to exceed $25 to each civilian prisoner
upon each release from a military prison, to
each enlisted man discharged otherwise than
honorably upon each release from confine-
ment under court-martial sentence, and to
each person discharged for fraudulent enlist-
ment.’

“It provides authority for the issuance of
civilian outer clothing to prisoners released
from military and naval prisons who do not
possess personally owned clothing. It also
makes possible the furnishing of a small
amount of cash to such released prisoners,
in order that they may purchase meals and
other necessities during the trip to their
homes.

“(b) This subsection would repeal the
Navy statutes relating to the furnishing of
transportation, civilian clothing, and gratui-
ties to prisoners. Those statutes would no
longer be necessary because of subsection
(a), above, and section 2.

“Section 2: This section would provide
permanent authority for the furnishing of
subsistence, quarters, and supplies and sery-
ices required for health and personal neces-
sity, to applicants, accepted applicants and
rejected applicants for enlistment, regis-
trants called for induction under the Uni-
versal Military Training and Service Act, and
rejected registrants, persons in military cus-
tody not in a pay status, such as prisoners,
and, in emergencies, supernumeraries, in-
cluding straglers from other military units
and shipwrecked mariners, It permits com-
mutation of subsistence to applicants for
enlistment and registrants, including those
rejected. This section would replace the
following provisions of the Department of
Defense Appropriation Act, 1955:

“Military personnel, Army: ‘Authorized
issues of articles to prisoners, other than
those in disciplinary barracks’; ‘subsist-
ance of * * * selective service registrants
called for induction and applicants for en-
listment while held under observation, and
prisoners (except those at disciplinary bar-
racks)’; ‘subsistance of supernumeraries
necessitated by emergent military circum-=
stances.”

“Maintenance and operations, Army: ‘Sub=
sistence of prisoners at disciplinary bar=-
racks’; ‘authorized issues of articles for use
of applicants for enlistment and persons
in military custody.’

“Military personnel (Air Force): ‘Rations
for applicants for enlistment, * * * and
general prisoners’; ‘commutation of rations,
as authorized by regulations, to applicants
for enlistment, and general prisoners, while
sick in hospitals; subsistence of supernumer-
aries necessitated by emergent military cir=-
cumstances.’

“Section 3: (a) This subsection would
amend section 303 (e) of the Career Com-
pens-tion Act so as to include persons dis-
charged for fraudulent enlistment or for
reason of minority among the categories to
whom traveling expenses may be paid. Cur-
rent law authorizes transportation in kind
and a $10 donation for persons discharged
from the Army and Air Force for fraudulent
enlistment, and transportation in kind and
subsistence for those similarly discharged
from the Navy. This would place all three
services on a uniform basis, and permit
deletion of appropriation language for the
Army and Alr Force which raises the amount
of the donatlon to $25. The phrase “or for
reason of minority"” has been added because
the Uniform Standards for Discharge ap-
proved by the Secretary of Defense on Au-
gust 2, 1948, provide that minors who enlist
with false representations as to age or with«
out parental consent and who meet appli-
cable standards for discharge are discharged
for reason of minority and not for fraudu-
lent enlistment.
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*“(b) This subsection amends section 501
(a) of the Career Compensation Act of 1949
to make applicable to officers of the Reserve
components the authority to provide rations
to personnel on inactive-duty training when
the duty period or periods total 8 or more
bhours in any one calendar day. As origi-
nally enacted, section 501 (a) authorized
payment of only basic pay to Reserve per-
sonnel on inactive-duty training. In some
instances, particularly with National Guard
units, when the duty period involved is for
purposes of firing weapons on & range, it is
necessary to arrive at the range area early in
the morning and spend the entire day at
the location., In such instances, personnel
were required to furnish their own meals,
and the cost of these took a large part, if not
all, of the basic pay the individual received.
This problem was solved in part by an
amendment to section 501 (a), which was
contained in section 244 of the Armed Forces
Reserve Act of 1052, and which authorized
rations in kind to enlisted personnel when
the inactive-duty training period totals 8
hours in 1 day. However, the same problem
exists as to officers. There Is no authority
to pay them subsistence allowances unless
they are placed on active duty for the day
involved, and such active duty entitles them
also to quarters allowance, for which there
is no necessity or justification. According-
ly, the furnishing of subsistence in these
circumstances to both officers and enlisted
members of the Reserve components has
been authorized by appropriation act pro-
visions, which are as follows in the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriation Act, 1955:

“Reserve personnel requirements (Army):
‘Subsistence for members of the Army Re-
serve for drills of 8 or more hours duration
in any one calendar day.’

“Army National Guard: ‘Subsistence for
officers attending drills of 8 or more hours
duration in any 1 calendar day.’

*“{e) This subsection would repeal present
statutes covering transportation, subsistence,
and donations for persons discharged for
fraudulent enlistment, since they would be
authorized travel expenses by (b) above.

“Section 4: This subsection would amend
eection 125 of the National Defense Act, as
it relates to issuance of civilian clothing
to persons discharged for bad conduct, un-
desirability, unsuitability, or inaptitude.
The amendment would delete the present
$30 limit on the cost of clothing, which
makes it difficult to provide a suit and an
overcoat. It would also clarify the cate-
gories of discharges to whom such cloth-
ing may be issued, specifying that they
include persons discharged otherwise than
honorably, or otherwise than under honor-
able conditions. It would also add the
category of persons interned or discharged
as alilen enemies, now covered by appro-
priation act provisions. These persons may
be entitled to honorable discharges be-
cause of the character of their service,
but should not be permitted to retain the
uniform. Persons discharged under honor-
able conditions for reasons of unsuitability
or inaptitude are not permitted to retain
their uniforms, but persons discharged under
honorable conditions for other reasons are
permitted to retain them. The language
suggested in the first clause of the revision
is the same as new contained in the fifth
proviso of 10 U. 8. C. 1393.

“Section 5: (a) This subsection would pro-
vide permanent authority for the payment
of expenses and rewards (not exceeding $25)
for the apprehension and delivery of per-
sonnel absent without leave, deserters, strag-
. Elers, or persons who have escaped from
custody. The amount of money is left to
the determination of the Secretaries of the
military departments in order to allow suffi-
cient fiexibility for a permanent law. This
authority is now provided for the Army and
Air Force by appropriation act provisions,
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which appear in the Department of Defense
Appropriation Act, 1955, as follows:

“Military personnel, Army: ‘expenses of
apprehension and delivery of deserters, pris-
oners, and soldiers absent without leave, in-
cluding payment of rewards (not to exceed
$25 in any one case).’

“Maintenance and operation, Army: ‘ex-
penses of apprehension and delivery of pris-
oners escaped from disciplinary barracks, in-
cluding payment of rewards not exceeding
$25 in any one case, and expenses of con-
finement of such prisoners in nonmilitary
facilities.’

“Military personnel (Air Force) : ‘expenses
of apprehension and delivery of deserters,
prisoners, and members of the Air Force ab-
sent without leave, including payment of re-
wards (not to exceed $25 in any one case).’

“(b) This subsection would repeal a por=-
tion of section 22 of the act of August 2,
1946, the permanent Navy authority for ex-
penses and rewards for apprehension of de-
serters. It would no longer be needed since
subsection (a) would apply to all military
departments on a uniform basis.

“Section 6: This section constitutes basic
authority for section 706 of the Department
of Defense Appropriation Act, 1855, and other
provisions concerning prisoners contained in
the appropriations for each military depart-
ment, and spells out in somewhat greater
detall the expenses which are authorized in
the case of prisoners of war. Such authority
appears necessary and desirable in view of
the fact that the United States is obligated
under the provisions of the Geneva Conven-
tion of 1929, relating to the treatment of
prisoners of war, and other provisions of in-
ternational law, to provide all of such serv-
ices for prisoners of war of enemy nations.
The section also covers similar personnel in
custody who are not technically prisoners of
war, such as interned enemy aliens.

“Section 7: The act of January 21, 1870
(sec. 12569, Revised Statutes; 10 U. B. C. 990),
provides that no retired officer of the Army
may be recalled to active duty unless such
action is specifically authorized by law. For
a number of years the appropriation for the
United States Military Academy has included
a proviso authorizing such recall for the
duties of librarian at the Academy. It is
worded as follows in the Department of De-
fense Appropriation Act 1955: ‘that the duties
of the librarian at the United States Mili-
tary Academy may be performed by a retired
officer detailed on active duty.’

“Section 7 enacts this authority into sub-
stantive law. It has been found that re-
tired officers are well qualified for these po-
sitions by virtue of their background and
experience. Their employment results in a
saving to the Government, since the cost of
the employment is limited to the difference
between their retired pay and active-duty
pay, which is much less than the cost of
employing a qualified civilian.

“Section 8: Section 704 of the Department
of Defense Appropriation Act, 1955, provides
authority for the employment in additional
numbers of such military and naval person-
nel as may be detalled to duty with agencies
not a part of the Department of Defense.
There are several provisions of law author-
izing the detail of military and naval per-
sonnel to other agencies on a reimbursement
basis, but there is no general authority per-
mitting their employment in addition to the
numbers otherwise authorized and appro-
priated for the respective military depart-
ments. Inasmuch as such assignments re-
duce the number of milltary and naval per-
sonnel avallable to the services for military
purposes, the authority to employ such per-
sonnel in additional numbers should be per-
manent and in conjunction with the author-
ity to detail personnel.

“Section 9: This section enacts Into sub-
stantive law the following proviso of the ap-
propriation ‘Military  personnel, Army,’
which has been repeated in appropriation
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acts since the fiscal year 1945: 'Section 212
of the act of June 30, 1932 (5 U. 8. C. 58a),
shall not apply to retired military personnel
on duty at the United States Soldiers’ Home."
This provision permits the payment of com-
pensation to retired military personnel em-
ployed in the operation and administration
of the Soldiers' Home. Such compensation
is payable from the Scldiers’ Home Trust
Fund rather than general funds of the
Treasury.

“Bection 10: (a) This subsection would
enact into permanent law the authority con-
tained in section T07 of the Department of
Defense Appropriation Act, 1955, whereby
the military departments are authorized to
expend out of appropriations available for
construction or maintenance amounts re-
quired for minor construetion, conversion of
and extensions to existing structures, and
improvements at facilities of the depart-
ment concerned, with a stated limitation of
$50,000 for any one project, except that the
limitation on the cost of any project deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense to be
urgently required for the national defense
shall not exceed $200,000. The subsection
states that the cost of any project shall not
exceed an amount stated in the appropria-
tion act concerned, which would permit an-
nual adjustment of limitations,

“{b) This subsection repeals the perma-
nent Navy law authorizing minor construc-
tion in amounts not exceeding $20,000 for
any one project. The stated limitation has
been increased by annual appropriation act
provisions since 1946. The repealed statute
would be supplanted by subsection (a).

“Section 11: The provisions of section 3734,
Revised Statutes, as amended, prohibit the
expenditure of funds upon any public build-
ing until after sketch plans of the bullding,
together with outline description and de-
tailed estimates of cost, have been made by
the Administrator of General Services,
Since the military departments supervise
construction programs for military purposes,
and exercise jurisdiction over military in-
stallations, this requirement clearly should
not be applicable to military construction.
Accordingly, appropriation acts for a num-
ber of years have included provisions waiv-
ing the requirements of this section of the
Revised Statutes. Such waivers appear in
the Department of Defense Appropriation
Act, 1955, under the titles ‘Aircraft and Re-
lated Procurement' (Navy), and ‘Facilities’
(Navy). This section would enact such pro-
visions into permanent law to the extent
of waiving the making of sketch plans and
detailed cost estimates by the Administrator
of General Services in the case of military
construction authorized by law for the De-
partment of Defense.

“Sections 355 and 1136, Revised Statutes,
include provisions prohibiting the expendi-
ture of funds upon any land purchased by
the United States until the written opinion
of the Attorney General in favor of the
validity of title is obtained. The Depart-
ment of Justice is able to act expeditiously
on title clearances in most cases, and nor-
mally the requirement can be met without
adverse effect on military requirements.
However, occasional instances arise where
the urgent need for the construction re-
quires that title be obtained and construc-
tion started on the basis of the title exami-
nation made by the military department. In
recognition of this need, appropriation acts
since 1940 have included provisions either
walving the requirement or permitting ac-
quisition of land and initiation of construc-
tion prior to written approval of title by
the Attorney General. Examples of such
provisions are contained in the Department
of Defense Appropriation Act, 1955, under
the titles ‘Alrcraft and Related Procurement’
(Navy), ‘Facilities’ (Navy), ‘Aircraft and Re-
lated Procurement’ (Air Force). 'This sec-
tion would enact such provisions into per-
manent law so that the authority would be
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available when its use Is dictated by urgent
circumstances.

“Section 12: The purpose of this section
is to enact into specific permanent law the
authority for the military departments to
furnish wutility services, without reimburse-
ment, buildings on military reservations used
by nationally recognized welfare organiza-
tions. Since 1931, the Army has had specific
statutory authority for this in annual ap-
propriation acts. The Air Force appropria-
tions have carried similar provisions since
1949. This section would indicate clearly
that such authority exists for all three mili-
tary departments on a uniform basis.

“Section 13: This section enacts into sub-
stantive law the following provision of the
appropriation ‘Procurement and production,
Army’ of the Department of Defense Ap-
propriation Act of 1954: ‘Ammunition for
military salutes at institutions to which
issue of weapons for salutes is authorized.
A similar provision is not included in the
1955 appropriation act because the funds
from 1954 were considered sufficient for the
needs in 1955. However, future appropria-
tion acts will undoubtedly contain this
item. Comparable provisions have appeared
in Army appropriation acts since the fiscal
year 1897. An example of the institutions
referred to in State homes for soldiers and
sallors, to which the issue of obsolete but
serviceable weapons for salutes is authorized
by the act of February 8, 1889 (25 Stat, 657),
as amended (50 U. S. C. 66). In the interest
of uniformity, the section is made applicable
to all military departments.

“Section 14: (a) This subsection would
amend the act of May 28, 1928 (45 Stat. 786;
32 U. 8. C. 181c), by deleting therefrom
any reference to the amount (£7,500) which
may be appropriated annually for incidental
expenses of the National Board for the Pro-
motion of Rifle Practice. It has been the
practice in annual appropriation acts for
the Congress to specify the amount which
may be used for this purpose, which is gen-
erally in excess of the amount herein speci-
fied, This amendment permits the amount
to be adjusted from year to year in pro-
portion to the requirements based upon the
program for the year.

“(b) The existing statute authorizing the
activities of the National Board for the Pro-
motion of Rifle Practice, the Act of June 7,
1924, merely provides for the necessary ex-
penses of the Board and its members, and is
silent as to the rate of travel allowances
to be paid to members when they are travel-
ing in connection with thelir duties as such
members. The Board includes a few civilian
members in addition to the military per-
sonnel who make up the majority of the
Board. The Department of Defense Appro-
priation Act, 1955, includes a provision that
travel expenses of civilian members of the
Board shall be paid in accordance with the
Standardized Government Travel Regula-
tions, as amended. This subsection would
amend the 1924 act to provide that travel
expenses of members of the Board shall
be paid on the basis now specified by annual
appropriation acts.

“Section 15: (a) This subsection would
enact into substantive law the authority now
provided for the Army and Air Force by
annual appropriation acts to make expendi-
tures for inter-American cooperation, which
includes such activities as military missions
to Latin-American countries, the translation
and printing of military texts to be used by
their armies in the interest of standardiza-
tion of methods, and expenses of visits of
Latin-American officers to the United States
for indoctrination in United States military
methods.

*(b) This subsection repeals Navy perma-
nent law on the above subject, since subsec-
tion (a) would be uniformly applicable to all
military departmerits.

“Section 16: Annual appropriations for the
National Guard since 1937 have included au-
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thority for the settlement and payment of
claims for damage to or loss of private prop-
erty incident to the operation of camps of
instruction. These activities are not covered
by existing claims statutes, such as the Fed-
eral Tort Claims Act or the Military Per-
sonnel Claims Act, since the units concerned
are not in Federal service, even though the
pay of the troops, the expense of operation
of camps, and other training expenses are
paid from Federal funds. However, since
the training is for the purpose of improving
the state of readiness of National Guard
units to participate in the defense of the
United States, it appears entirely proper that
claims of this type should be paild from
Federal funds as an incidental expense of
training. This section would provide per-
manent statutory authority for this purpose,
making clear that it creates no right of action
against the United States, and would replace
the appropriation act provision, which reads
as follows in the Department of Defense
Appropriation Act, 1955: ‘claims (not to ex-
ceed $1,000 in any one case) for damages to
or loss of private property incident to the
operation of Army and Air National Guard
camps of instruction, either during the stay
of units of sald organizations at such camps
or while en route thereto or therefrom.’

“Section 17: (a) This subsection would
enact into permanent law provisions in the
appropriations for the Army Natlonal Guard
and the Air National Guard, reading as
follows in the Department of Defense Appro-
priation Act, 1955:

“Army National Guard: ‘services of per-
sonnel of the National Guard employed as
clvilians without regard to their military
rank, and the number of caretakers author-
ized to be employed under provisions of law
(32 U. 8. C. 42) may be such as is deemed
necessary by the Secretary of the Army.’

“Air National Guard: ‘Provided, jfurther,
That the number of caretakers authorized
to be employed under the provision of law
(32 U. S. C. 42) may be such as is deemed
necessary by the Secretary of the Air Force.’
The provisions of section 90 of the National
Defense Act were amended in 1935 to author-
ize placing the property and equipment of
the National Guard of any State, Territory,
or the District of Columbia in a common pool
for care, maintenance and storage. The
advantages of this pooling, from the stand-
point of economy, are apparent. However,
the 1935 amendment placed a limit of 15
on the number of caretakers to be employed
for any one pool. With the increase in the
amount and size of National Guard equip-
ment, the limitation to 15 caretakers became
inadequate, and appropriation acts since 1939
{Public Law 179, 83d Cong., title III) have
suspended the limitation. This subsection
would delete the limitation from the per-
manent statute.

“Section 90 of the National Defense Act
also prohibits the employment as caretakers
of persons who hold commissions as officers
in the National Guard, except for one officer
not above the grade of captain for each pool
or heavier-than-air squadron. In many
cases, the persons best qualified to act as
caretakers are those who happen to hold
such commissions. In recognition of this,
annual appropriation acts have suspended
this prohibition since 1946. 'This subsection
would also amend section 80 to include af-
firmative authority for such employment of
caretakers without regard to their military
rank.

“(b) This subsection would repeal the pro-
hibition on employment of commissioned
officers as caretakers, discussed in (a) above.

“Section 18: This section would enact into
subtantive law the following provisions of
the Department of Defense Appropriation
Act of 1955 ‘Army National Guard’ and 'Air
National Guard’: ‘travel expenses (other than
mileage), as authorized by law for Army
personnel on active duty, for Army National
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Guard dlvision, regimental and battalion
commanders while inspecting units in com-
pliance with National Guard regulations
when specifically authorized by the Chief,
National Guard Bureau'; ‘travel expenses
{other than mileage), on the same basis as
authorized by law for Ailr National Guard
personnel on active Federal duty, of Air
National Guard commanders while inspect-
ing wunits in compliance with National
Guard regulations when specifically author-
ized by the Chief, National Guard Bureau.’

“The commanders specified perform travel,
as directed by National Guard regulations,
for the purpose of inspecting units to deter-
mine the status of training, condition of
equipment, progress of organization, and sim-
ilar matters. Since they are not in Federal
status, they are not covered by existing laws
relating to payment of travel expenses. It
appears inequitable to require such com-
manders to pay travel expenses from their
own pockets for official duties of this nature.
However, this section would require specific
suthorization by the Chief of the National
Guard Bureau for the use of official funds
for such travel, as does the existing appro-
priation language.

“Section 19: (a) (b) These subsections
provide the basis for expenditure of funds for
emergencies, extraordinary expenses, and
confidential activities of the Department of
Defense and the Departments of the Army
and Air Force, which have heretofore been
covered by provisions of annual appropria-
tion acts. The present authority appears in
the Department of Defense Appropriation
Act, 1955, under the appropriations ‘Salaries
and expenses' (Office of the Secretary of De-
fense), ‘Contingencies’ (Department of De-
fense), 'Maintenance and Operations, Army’
and 'Contingencies’ (Air Force), and is not
enlarged by this subsection, It is also pro-
vided that expenditures for confidential pur-
poses shall be final and conclusive only when
specified by the appropriation act providing
the funds. In the interest of uniformity,
the subsections are made applicable to the
Secretary of Defense and the Secretaries of
all the military departments.

“(e) The Secretary of the Navy having been
included in the authorizing language of sub-
sections (a) and (b), the authority granted
in the statute repealed would no longer be
necessary.

“Section 20: This section would enact into
substantive law the same authority provided
in the Department of Defense Appropriation
Act, 1955, under the heading ‘Claims’ as
follows: ‘repayment of amounts detgrmined
by the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary
of the Navy, or the Secretary of the Air Force,
or officers designated by them, to have been
erroneously collected from military and
civilian personnel of the Departments of the
Army, Navy, and Air Force or from BStates,
Territories, or the District of Columbia, or
members of National Guard units thereof.’

“This authority provides a quick and sim-
ple method of repaying amounts erroneously
collected from the mentioned personnel, or
from States, Territories, or the District of
Columbia in connection with National Guard
activities. The erroneous collections arise
in various ways, such as charges for property
thought to be lost, but later located after
the collection is made. Direct payment
avolds the delay, expense, and paperwork
incident to processing claims through the
General Accounting Office for the very small
amounts usually involved.

“Section 21: Section 303 (b) of the Army
and Air Force Authorization Act of 1949 pro-
vides that funds appropriated to the mili-
tary departments for procurement of tech-
nical military equipment and supplies, con-
struction of public works, and research and
develor t shall in available until ex-
pended unless otherwise provided in the ap-
propriation act concerned. Since the enact-
ment of that section, it has been necessary
to carry in every military appropriation act
a provision stating that none of the funds in
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the act shall be available until expended un-
less expressly so provided in that appropria=
tion or another appropriation act. For ac-
counting and budget purposes, the provision
in the Army and Air Force Authorization Act
is unfeasible, since lump-sum appropriations
do not indicate what portion of the total
amount is for the procurement of technical
military equipment and supplies, or for re-
search and development. Thus an unspeci-
fied portion of the lump-sum appropriation
would be available until expended, while the
balance would be available for 1 year. This
section would amend section 303 (b) cf the
Army and Air Force Authorization Act to
provide that funds of the type specified shall
remain available until expended when so pro-
vided in the appropriation act concerned.
This will permit deletion of the superseding
language carried in annual appropriation
acts, which appears as section 713 of the De-
partment of Defense Appropriation Act, 1955,
as follows: ‘No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this act shall be available until ex-
pended unless expressly so provided else-
where in this or some other appropriation
act.”

“Section 22: This section would enact into
permanent law the following provisions of
the Department of Defense Appropriation
Act, 1955:

“iSgc. 702. Section 3648, Revised Statutes,
shall not apply, in the case of payments
made from appropriations contained in this
act, (1) to payments made in compliance
with the laws of foreign countries or their
ministerial regulations, (2) to payments for
rent in such countries for such periods as
may be necessary to accord with local custom,
or (3) to payments made for tuition.

“igpo, 705. Appropriations contained in this
act shall be available for insurance of official
motor vehicles in foreign countries, when re-
quired by laws of such countries; payments
in advance of expenses determined by the in-
vestigating officer to be necessary and in ac-
cord with local custom for conducting inves-
tigations in foreign countries incident to
matters relating to activities of the Depart-
ment concerned.”

“Maintenance and operations (Air Force):
‘rental of land or purchase of options to rent
land without reference to section 3648, Re-
vised Statutes, as amended, * * * and other
necessary expenses of combat maneuvers.’

“Maintenance and operations, Army: ‘And
in administering the provisions of 43 U, 8. C.
315q, rentals may be made in advance; field
exercises and maneuvers, including pay-
ments In advance for rentals or options to
rent land.’

“Section 3648 of the Revised Statutes pro-
hibits the advance payment of public moneys
unless authorized by an appropriation act or
other law. The various payments listed in
this section have been authorized by the
appropriation act provisions quoted above,
which are not legislative in nature, but add
unnecessary wording to the annual appro-
priation acts. In the case of activities in for-
eign countries, it is often necessary to make
advance payments of the type mentioned in
this section, under local law, regulation, or
custom. In the case of tuition, it is the nor=-
mal practice to require payment in advance.
In the case of insurance on official motor ve-
hicles in foreign countries, the Comptroller
General has in the past held that it is the
general policy of the United States Govern=-
ment to act as a self-insurer, and that pay-
ments for Iinsurance Ifrom appropriated
funds will not be approved in the absence of
a clear expression of the desire of Congress
that funds be used for that purpose. This
has created difficulty in certain foreign coun-
tries, where mandatory laws require insur-
ance coverage of certain designated types as
a prerequisite to the operation of motor ve=
hicles. In certain cases activities of the De-
partment of Defense would be seriously
hampered if official vehicles are precluded
Ifrom entering the foreign country concerned.
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“In the case of losses incident to termina-
tion of grazing permits, the provisions of the
act of July 9, 1942, as amended by the act
of May 28, 1948, authorize payments to
holders of grazing permits or licenses on
land owned by or under the control of the
Federal Government, to compensate them
for losses suffered when their permission to
use the range lands is terminated because
of the need of such lands for war or national
defense purposes. These payments make it
possible for these users of the public range
to continue livestock operations in cases
where they might otherwise be driven out of
business by inability to obtain other grazing
land. In many cases, such users urgently
need advance payment of the compensation
for losses, so that they will have sufficient
funds to pay advance rental on other grazing
property. In recognition of this, appropria-
tion acts since 1949 have carried provisions
authorizing these payments to be made in
advance.

“Advance payments for rentals or options
to rent land needed for field exercises or
maneuvers are required to assure ability to
use the required areas when owners insist
on advance payments.

“Section 23: This section includes a num-
ber of items now covered by the appropria-
tion ‘Cemeterial expenses’ in the Depart-
ment of the Army Civil Functions Appro-
priation Act. All of the items are specifi-
cally authorized by the mentioned appro=-
priation act with the exception of the main-
tenance of soldlers’ plots or monuments in
the United States, and the authority to pur-
chase flags, however, present authorizing
language has been interpreted to include
these expenses.,

“Section 24: Section 2 of the act of Au-
gust 2, 1946, which would be repealed by
this section, authorizes the Navy to pro-
vide for physical examination by civilians
of employees engaged in hazardous occu-
pations. The authority contained in that
section is unnecessary in view of the provi-
sions of the act of August 8, 1946, relative
to health programs for Government ems=-
ployees,

“Section 25: (a) This subsection would
provide uniform permanent authority for
all military departments to pay rewards for
information leading to the discovery or re-
covery of missing Government property
(Public Law 458, 83d Cong., sec. 709). The
Navy now has this authority in the statute
which would be repealed by (b). The au-
thority is particularly needed to assist in
the recovery of valuable property such as
torpedoes and guided missiles.

“(b) This subsection would repeal the
Navy statute which provides the authority
which would be granted to all military de-
partments by (a).

“Section 26: Section 4 of Public Law 557,
82d Congress, an act to facilitate the per-
formance of research and development work
by the military departments, provides that
contracts for research and development may
provide for the acquisition or construction
by, or furnishing to, the contractor of re-
search, developmental or test facilities as
determined necessary for performance of the
contract. The reports of the House and
Senate Committees on Armed Services (H.
Rept. 548, S. Rept. 863) state the under=
standing of those committees that the word=
ing of section 4 will make research and de-
velopment funds available for the furnish-
ing or construction of such facilities. How-
ever, appropriations specifically made for
construction are available to the military
departments and it has been a long-standing
rule of the Comptroller General that where
a specific appropriation for a purpose exists,
a general appropriation may not be used for
that purpose. Therefore, doubt exists as to
whether or not section 4 permits the use of
research and development funds for fur-
nishing construction of facilities. This sec-~
tion will remove such doubt and amend
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section 4 to make specific reference to avail-
ability of appropriations, also making pos-
sible the deletion of appropriation language.
This section would make permanent author-
ity now found in section 728 of Public Law
458, 83d Congress.

“Section 27: This section authorizes dele-
gation and redelegation, with stated excep-
tions, of the authority conferred upon the
Secretary of Defense and the Secretaries of
the military departments by this act. The
exceptions, which may not be delegated, are
{(a) the authority to prescribe or approve
regulations, and (b) the authority to ap-
prove use of funds for emergencies and ex-
traordinary expenses, under section 23."

S5.798. A bill to provide for the tonnage
composition of the United States Navy with
respect to vessels, and for other purposes.

(The letter accompanying Senate bill 798
is as follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF THE NaAvy,
Washington, D. C., January 5, 1955.
Hon. RicHARD M. NIXoN,
President of the Senate,

My DeEar Mg. PresipENT: There are for-
warded herewith a draft of legislation to
provide for the tonnage composition of the
United States Navy with respect to vessels,
and for other purposes, and a sectional
analysis thereof.

This proposal is a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 18556. The
responsibility for representing the Depart-
ment of Defense on this legislation has been
delegated to this Department by the Office
of the Secretary of Defense.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

This proposed legislation is designed to
provide a new basic authorizing act for the
Navy with respect to vessels, The proposed
bill reflects the changing needs of the Navy
which cut completely across the traditional
categories and types of vessels contem-
plated by existing law as based on the Wash-
ington and London Treaties. It would re-
peal all existing tonnage authorization and
provide a new tonnage composition made up
of four categories of vessels; namely, com-
batant vessels, auxiliary vessels, service craft,
and experimental vessels. The combatant
vessel category would consist of four sub-
categories, (1) warships (aircraft carriers,
battleships, cruisers, etc.), (2) amphibious
warfare vessels (including landing craft),
(3) mine warfare vessels (minelaying and
minesweeping), and (4) patrol vessels. Pro-
vision is made for the category, “experi-
mental vessels,” in order to provide a classi-
fication for certain types which may or may
not have combatant characteristics and are
not auxiliaries or service craft, and for ships
which have been altered for test purposes
to such an extent that they have for all prac- _
tical purposes lost their initial classifica-
tion. The Becretary of the Navy would de-
termine the types of vessels included in each
category and subcategory and would be au-
thorized to classify vessels and to maintain
a naval vessel register listing each vessel by
appropriate category, subcategory, and clas-
sification.

A continuing shipbuilding, conversion, and
modernization program would be provided
in the proposed bill, Such program would
include prototype vessels incorporating
progress made in research and development.
The proposed bill also provides for the dis-
position and for the orderly replacement of
naval vessels.

The Vinson-Trammell Act (act of Mar.
27, 1934; 48 Stat. 503, ch. 95, as amended),
provided a continuing shipbuilding author-
ity, but subsequent acts authorizing con-
struction of auxiliaries, mine craft, landing
craft, patrol vessels, and district craft dur-
ing World War II and the national emer-
gency period preceding made no provision
for replacement.

The tonnage composition of the Navy as of
September 30, 1954, is set forth below accord-
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ing to the categories and subcategories which

the proposed legislation would employ.

This tabulation includes active fleet vessels,

reserve fleet vessels, naval reserve training

vessels, vessels building, vessels suspended,
vessels authorized and funded for but not
started, and vessels delivered partially com-
pleted. It does not include noncommis-
sioned vessels asigned to the Military Sea

Transportation Service.

Combatan® vessels: Tonnage
Warshine. e 4, 275, 680
Amphibious warfare vessels and

landing eraft. - ceeecceanea- 1,747,170

Mine warfare vessels. . ... - 225,439
Patrol v 1 375, 590
Total combatant vessels..... 6, 623, 879
Auxiliary v 1 1, 957, 641
Service craft 552, 902
Ezperimental vessels__ - -coc--a 3,035

Grand total o —-eoa-a ———-= 8,137, 457

For the purpose of providing continuing
shipbuilding authorization, the proposed
legislation provides for the following tonnage
composition for the Navy:

Percentage of Sept. 30, 1954, tonnage

Combatant:
Gk e I e 4, 500, 000 105
A mphibious warfare vessels and
Janding eraft_____..__.—._.__._| 2,000,000 114
Mine warfare vessels. 300, 000 133
G B S 400, 000 106
Total combatant vessels.......| 7,200,000 109
Anxiliary vessels. . ___.__... 2, 000, 000 102
Bervice craft. .. -.o—voaenne kb 600, 000 109
Experi tal v 1 = 200, 000 | 6, 589
Gramd fobal. Ji. oo socoiiiis 10, 000, 000 110

In order to provide for the changing needs
of the naval service, the Secretary of the Navy
would be authorized to vary the tonnage
authorizations by categories and subcate-
gories a maximum of 20 percent, but he
would not be authorized to exceed the total
authorized tonnage of 10 million tons.

In the event of war or national emer-
gency, the Secretary of the Navy would be
authorized to acquire or construct vessels
of such size, type, and design as he deter-
mines to be best suited for the prosecution
of the war or for the national security with-
out reference to tonnage authorizations con-
tained in this bill. It is emphasized, how-
ever, that it is intended that the authority
of this section is to be exercised only under
the extreme emergency circumstances indi-
cated,

The proposed bill requires new warships
construction, by type, to be divided equally
between private and naval shipyards. Inas-
much as the natlonal security requires a
nucleus of naval shipbuilding skills and
facilities In both the private and naval ship-
yards, an exception is made to the equal
division requirement in cases where the Sec-
retary of the Navy, with the approval of the
President, determines that such exception is
necessary to develop prototypes or to main-
tain such skills and facilities, Provision is
alto made for the construction of such ves-
sels on the Pacific coast as the President may
deem necessary to maintain adequate ship-
yard facilities in that area.

Provision is made in the proposed bill for
the acquisition and disposition of vessels for
the Military Sea Transportation Service and
for the transfer of vessels between the De-
partments of the Army, Navy, Air Force,
Treasury, Interior, or Commerce, with or
without reimbursement.

The proposed bill would reenact existing
statutory provisions which prohibit the dis-
position of naval vessels by sale, charter, or

by scrapping, except as provided by law; or

the disposition of naval vessels by transfer,
exchange, or sale, unless certified by the
Chief of Naval Operations as not essential
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to national defense; or the sale, transfer, or
other disposition of any warship, unless
authorized by the Congress.

No provision in the proposal is intended
to imply a request for contract authoriza-
tion. Acquisition, construction, or conver-
slon will not be undertaken by the Secre-
tary of the Navy until appropriations have
been enacted and approved for such acquisi-
tion, construction, or conversion.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES

S. 2862 and H. R. 6827 were introduced
In the 81st Congress as a result of the recom-
mendation of the Secretary of Defense. The
general purposes of S. 2862 and H. R. 6827
were to repeal the aircraft and ship construc-
tion limitations contained in the Vinson-
Trammell Act and to provide for the suspen-
sion of the profit limitations contained in
the said act with respect to contracts subject
to renegotiation.

COST AND BUDGET DATA

Enactment of this measure would result
in no increased cost to the Government.
Funds for shipbuilding would continue to be
requested In annual budgets.

This proposed legislation has been ap-
proved by the Bureau of the Budget. The
Department of the Navy, on behalf of the
Department of Defense, recommends that the
proposal be enacted by the Congress.

Bincerely yours,
C. 8. THOMAS,

5.799. A bill to provide that the enlist-
ment contracts or periods of obligated serv-
ice of members of the Armed Forces shall not
terminate by reason of appointment as
cadets or midshipmen at the Military, Naval,
Air Force, or Coast Guard Academies, or as
midshipmen in the Naval Reserve, and for
other purposes.

(The letter accompanying Senate bill 799
is as follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvy,
Washington, D, C., January 5, 1955.
Hon. RicHArRD M. NIxoN,
President of the Senate,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Me. PresmeNT: There is for-
warded herewith a draft of proposed legis-
lation to provide that the enlistment con-
tracts or periods of obligated service of mem-
bers of the Armed Forces shall not termi-
nate by reason of appointment as cadets or
midshipmen at the Military, Naval, Air Force,
or Coast Guard Academies, or as midshipmen
in the Naval Reserve, and for other purposes.

This proposal is a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1955 and
the Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there is no objection to the presentation of
this proposal for the consideration of the
Congress. The Department of the Navy has
been designated as the representative of the
Department of Defense for this legislation.
It is recommended that this proposal be en-
acted by the Congress.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The purpose of the legislation is to provide
that members of the Armed Forces appointed
as cadets at the United States Military Acad-
emy or the United States Air Force Academy,,
or as midshipmen at the United States Naval
Academy, or as midshipmen in the Naval Re-
serve, or as cadets at the United States Coast
Guard Academy, from enlisted status in any
of the Armed Forces, would have a contin-
gent enlisted status while continuing as
cadets or midshipmen. In the event of sep-
aration prior to graduation, these persons
would revert to their enlisted status, and
be continued in such enlisted status for the
remainder of their obligated service.

This legislation is considered necessary
due to the actions of certain cadets and mid-
shipmen in recent years, subsequent to the
enactment of legislation requiring compul-
sory military service. Those young men,
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having enlisted or having been inducted into
one of the Armed Forces, having been ap-
pointed as cadets at the Military Academy,
as midshipmen at the Naval Academy, as
midshipmen in the Naval Reserve or as
cadets at the Coast Guard Academy, and
having been discharged from enlisted status
for the convenience of the Government to
accept appointments as cadets or midship-
men, have tendered resignations, had them
accepted, and thus have evaded further mili-
tary service. Under present selective-serv-
ice regulations, all further military service is
avoided in such a situation.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE

A similar proposal was submitted to the
83d Congress by the Department of the Navy
on February 1, 1954, as. part of the Depart-
ment of Defense legislative program for 1954.
That proposal was introduced as H. R. 7788
and S. 2906. The act of April 1, 1954 (68
Stat. 47) established the United States Air
Force Academy and this proposal has been
extended to cover cadets of that Academy.

COST AND BUDGET DATA

Enactment of this proposal would result
in no increase in the budgetary requirements
of the Department of Defense.

Sincerely yours,
C. S. THOMAS.

S.800. A bill to repeal the act of January
19, 1929 (ch. 86, 45 Stat. 1090), entitled "An
act to limit the date of filing claims for re-
tainer pay.”

(The letter accompanying Senate bill 800
is as follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy,
Washington, D. C., January 5, 1955.
Hon. Ricaarp M. Nixow,
President of the Senate,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Mgr. PresmeEnt: There is for-
warded herewith a draft of legislation to re-
peal the act of January 19, 1920 (ch. 86, 45
Stat. 1090), entitled "“An act to limit the
date for filing claims for retainer pay.”

This proposal is part of the Department of
Defense legislative program for 1855 and the
Bureau of the Budget has advised that there
is no objection to the presentation of this
proposal for the consideration of the Con-
gress, The Department of the Navy has been
designated as the representative of the De-
partment of Defense for this legislation. It
is recommended that this proposal be en-
acted by the Congress.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The purpose of this legislation Is to repeal
the act of January 19, 1929 (ch. 86, 45 Stat.
1090). Section 1 of the act related to claims
for retainer pay of members of the Naval
Reserve Force and the Marine Corps Reserve
which accrued prior to July 1, 1925, and is
no longer effective. Section 2 of the act
established a 3-year statute of limitations on
claims for advance payment by assigned
members of the Fleet Reserve or Marine
Corps Reserve, and on claims for compen-
sation for the performance of drills, equiva-
lent instruction or duty, appropriate duty or
for administrative functions, and for uniform
gratuity accruing to members of the Naval
Reserve or Marine Corps Reserve subsequent
to July 1, 1925. Section 3 provides that the
provisions of the act shall not apply to cer-
tain members of the Fleet Reserve and the
Fleet Marine Corps Reserve.

The 3-year statute of limitations on claims
by naval and Marine Corps reservists, estab-
lished by section 2 of the act of January 19,
1929, supra, was enacted at a time when
there was no general statute of limitations
on the filing of claims in the General Ac-
counting Office. There is no counterpart ap-
plicable to claims of reserve personnel of
the other armed services or to claims gen-
erally. Such claims are subject to the act
of October 9, 1940 (ch. 788, 54 Stat. 1061;
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81 U. 8. C. Tla), which established a general
10-year statute of limitations on the filing
of claims with the General Accounting Office.

There appears to be no sound reason why
claims of naval and Marine Corps reservists
should be subject to a 3-year statute of lim-
itations while all other claims are subject
to the 10-year limitation established by the
act of October 9, 1940, supra. Enactment of
this legislation would remove this discrimi-
nation and would make all claims subject to
the same 10-year statute of limitations.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES

This proposal was submitted to the 83d
Congress by the Department of the Navy on
April 15, 1954, as a part of the Department of
Defense legislative program for 1954, but
was not introduced.

COST AND BUDGET DATA

Enactment of this proposal would result
in no increase in the budgetary requirements
of the Department of Defense.

Sincerely yours,
C. 8. THOMAS,

S5.801. A bill to provide for the crediting
of certain service toward retirement of re-
serve personnel.

{The letter accompanying Senate bill 801
is as follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D. C., January 5, 1955.
Hon. RicHarp M. NIXON,
President of the Senate,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear MRr. PresmpENT: There is for-
warded herewith a draft of legislation to pro-
vide for the crediting of certain service to-
ward retirement of reserve personnel.

This proposal is part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1955 and
the Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there is no objection to the presentation of
this proposal for the consideration of the
Congress. The Department of the Navy has
been designated as the representative of the
Department of Defense for this legislation.
It is recommended that this proposal be en-
acted by the Congress.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The purpose of this legislative proposal is
to amend the Army and Air Force Vitalization
and Retirement Equalization Act of 1948 (62
Stat. 1081) so as to permit members of the re-
serve components of the Armed Forces to re-
celve credit, for purposes of retirement under
title III of that act (10 U. 8. C. 1036a), for
service as an appointed aviation cadet; a
nurse; a dietitian or physical therapist ap-
pointed in the Medical Department of -the
Army of the United States under the act of
December 22, 1942 (56 Stat. 1072; 10 U. 8. C,,
81 note). The proposal would also amend
section 6 of the act of February 21, 1946 (60
Stat. 27; 34 U. 8. C. 410b), so as to permit
officers of the Nurse Corps of the Naval Re-
serve to count for purposes of retirement,
upon completion of 20 or more years of active
duty, the same type of service which officers
of the Nurse Corps of the Regular Navy may
count for that purpose.

Under the act of April 15, 1935 (49 Stat.
156), the Navy’s original aviation cadet law,
candidates were appointed as aviation cadets
in the Naval Reserve. Following the com-
pletion of their training they remained avia-
tion cadets and performed active duty in-
volving flying for a period of 3 years in that
status, at the expiration of which time they
were appointed commissioned officers in the
Naval Reserve. The period of service per-
formed as appointed aviation cadets may not
now be credited under section 302 of the
Army and Air Force Vitalization and Retire-
ment Equalization Act of 1948, inasmuch as
the status of appointed aviation cadet is not
mentioned in that section. Since 1942, when
the Naval Aviation Cadet Act of 1942 (58
Stat. 737, 34 U. S. C. 850a-850m) was
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enacted, aviation cadets of the Naval Reserve
have an enlisted status and thus receive
credit for the period they serve as aviation
cadets. Aviation cadets of the Air Force have
always had an enlisted status and thus re-
ceive credit for their aviation cadet service,
The proposed legislation would permit mem-
bers of the reserve components who per-
formed active duty as appointed aviation
cadets to count that active duty for retire-
ment purposes under title III of the Army
and Air Force Vitalization and Retirement
Equalization Act of 1948.

Under the present wording of section 302
of the Army and Air Force Vitalization and
Retirement Equalization Act of 1948, officers
of the Reserve components of the Armed
Forces who, prior to their appointment as
commissioned officers under the Army-Navy
Nurses Act of 1947, served on active duty as
Regular or Reserve nurses in the Army and
Navy, or as dietitians or physical therapists
in the Medical Department of the Army, may
not count that service for purposes of retire-
ment under title III of that act. Inasmuch
as that service is consldered active Federal
service for retirement purposes for officers
of the Regular Army, Navy, and Air Force, it
is only equitable that officers of the Reserve
components should have like credit for simi-
lar service. The proposed legislation would
authorize credit for that type of service for
officers of the Reserve components.

Section 6 of the act of February 21, 1946
(60 Stat. 27), as amended (34 U. S. C, 410b),
permits officers of the Regular Navy or Ma-
rine Corps or of the Reserve components
thereof to retire, in the discretion of the
President, when they have completed more
than 20 years of active service, at least 10
years of which has been active commissioned
service. Section 207 (h) of the Army-Navy
Nurses Act of 1947, as amended (34 U. 8. C.
43g (h)), provides the following for officers
of the Regular Navy Nurse Corps:

“{h) The number of years' service to be
credited to officers of the Navy Nurse Corps
in determining their eligibility for volun-
tary retirement shall be based on the total of
all active service either under an appoint-
ment or contract or as a commissioned officer
in the Nurse Corps of the Army or Navy, or
the Reserve components thereof and all ac-
tive service in the Nurse Corps or the Nurse
Corps Reserve abolished by this act, shall,
for this purpose only, be regarded as com-
missioned service in the Navy or the Reserve
components thereof, as the case may he.”

The proposed legislation would permit of-
ficers of the Navy Nurse Corps Reserve to
count for voluntary retirement after more
than 20 years of active service the same type
of service which section 207 (h) of the Army-
Navy Nurses Act of 1947 permits officers of
the Regular Navy Nurse Corps to count for
that purpose.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES

A similar legislative proposal was sub-
mitted to the 83d Congress as a part of the
Department of Defense legislative program
for 1954 and was introduced as 8. 3176. No
further action was taken on the bill.

COST AND EUDGET DATA

It is not possible to make any worth while
estimate of the fiscal effects of the enact-
ment of this proposed legislation, inasmuch
as there is no way to determine how many
members of the Reserve components who
would be affected by this proposal will even-
tually qualify for retirement. However, it
is considered that the cost will be negligible
and can be absorbed in current appropria-
tions.

Sincerely yours,
C. 8. THOMAS,

5. B02. A bill to amend the Universal Mili-
tary Training and Service Act, as amended,
to remove the requirement for a final physi-
cal examination for inductees who continue
on active duty in another status in the
Armed Forces.
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(The letter accompanying Senate bill 802
is as follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D. C.
Hon. RicHARD M. Nixon,
President of the Senate.

Dear Mr. PrEsmeNT: There is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation to amend the
Universal Military Training and Service Act,
as amended, to remove the requirement for
a final physical examination for inductees
who continue on active duty in another
status in the Armed Forces.

This proposal is part of the Department of
Defense legislative program for 1955 and the
Bureau of the Budget advised that there is
no objection to the presentation of this pro-
posal for the consideration of the Congress.
The Department of the Army has been des-
ignated as the representative of the Depart-
ment of Defense for this legislation. It is
recommended that this proposal be enacted
by the Congress.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The proposed amendment to the Unlversal
Military Training and Service Act (62 Stat.
614), as amended (50 U. 8. C. App. 459 (a))
is designed to eliminate the necessity for a
final physical examination when an inductee
under the act continues on active duty in
another status, as by enlistment in a Regu-
lar component or as a Reserve on active duty
in the Armed Forces.

Section 9 (a) of the above act requires that
each individual “who is inducted into the
Armed Forces under this title for training
and service shall be given a physical exami-
nation at the beginning of such training and
service, and upon the completion of his pe-
riod of training and service under this title,
each such person shall be given another
physical examination and, upon his written
request, shall be given a statement of physi-
cal condition by the Secretary concerned.”
The necessity for both of these examinations
is obvious in the case of the average in-
ductee who serves a period of military duty
and then is separated from the service. How-
ever, a large number of inductees, after short
periods of service, desire to enlist in the
Regular components of the Armed Forces or
to continue on active duty in a Reserve
status. It Is necessary, in order to comply
with the act cited above, to give these indi-
viduals a physical examination before this
change in status may be made. Nonetheless,
the Armed Forces are not required by law to
give a physical examination to a member of
a Reserve component who enlists in a Regular
component under similar -clrecumstances.
Yet physical standards for induction, enlist-
ment, and separation are the same whether
the person is an inductee or a member of a
Reserve or Regular component. Once the in-
dividual is accepted by one of the Armed
Forces, the Government assumes certain re-
sponsibilities with respect to physical fitness
irrespective of the individual’s component.
If the individual acquires a physical defect
of such nature as to make him unfit for con-
tinued duty, he is ordinarily separated from
the Armed Forces. If the individual acquires
a nondisqualifylng compensable defect, the
Government is liable whether he is an in-
ductee or a member of a Regular or Reserve
component. In any event, the individual
who changes his status during his service re-
celves a physical examination when he is
separated from the Regular service or from
active duty in a Reserve status, in accord-
ance with other regulations and laws. Ac-
cordingly, in an instance where there is no
break in the military service the physical
examination which is required for an in-
ductee upon the completion of his period of
training and service does not accomplish any
useful purpose which is not already provided
for in other existing procedures.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES

This proposal was submitted to the 83d

Congress by the Department of the Army on
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March 8, 1954, as a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1954 and
was introduced as H. R. 8277 and 8. 3122,

COST AND BUDGET DATA

It is estimated that if this proposal is en-
acted, it would result in a saving of $80,000
for the Department of the Army.

Sincerely yours,
RoOBERT T. STEVENS,
Secretary of the Army.

5. 803. A bill to amend the act of June 19,
1948 (ch, 511, 62 Stat. 489), relating to the
retention in the service of disabled commis-
sioned officers and warrant officers of the
Army and Air Force.

(The letter accompanying Senate bill 803
is as follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D. C., December 23, 1954,
Hon, RicEARD M. NIXON,
President of the Senate.

Dear Mr. PresipENT: There is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation to amend the
act of June 19, 1948 (ch. 511, 62 Stat. 489),
relating to the retention in the service of
disabled commissioned officers and warrant
officers of the Army and Air Force.

This proposal is part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1955 and
the Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there is no objection to the presentation of
this proposal for the consideration of the
Congress. The Department of the Army has
been designated as the representative of the
Department of Defense for this legislation.
It is recommended that this proposal be en-
acted by the Congress.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The act of June 19, 1948 (ch. 511, 62 Stat.
489), provides in substance that disabled
officers, warrant officers, and flight officers of
the Army and Air Force of the United States
without component and who hold no other
military status will be retained in service,
until their treatment for physical recon-
struction has reached a point where they
will not be further benefited by retention in
the military service, The purpose of this
act was to preserve the military status of
certain disabled officers, warrant officers, and
flight officers, who held no appointment
other than a temporary appointment in the
Army of the United States, until their treat-
ment for physical reconstruction had reached
a point where they would not be further
benefited by retention in the military serv-
ice, notwithstanding that the statutes under
which they have received their appointments
may be terminated or rendered inoperative.

Subsequent to the enactment of this act,
the services have implemented the report to
the President from the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Medical Services, approved February
3, 1951. The implementation prescribes
early transfer to Veterans' Administration
facilities and early separation for certain
disabled members of the uniformed services,
Members affected by the report from the
Committee on Veterans' Medical Services
may be Regular or Reserve officers. How-
ever, officers who hold no appointment other
than a temporary appointment in the Army
or Alr Force of the United States are pre-
cluded from such early transfer and separa-
tion by reason of the act of June 19, 1948,
and this situation creates an inequity in the
treatment of disabled officers.

In addition to eliminating the present in-
equality of treatment of temporary officers as
compared to that afforded other officers of
the Army and Air Force, the legislative pro-
posal will permit retention In the active
service of those Army and Air Force Reserve
officers whose b-year appointments would
otherwise expire while undergoing hospitali-
zation and evaluation of their possible en-
titlement to disability retirement or sever-
ance benefits. Until July 8, 1957, the current
5-year appointments of Reserve officers of
the Army and Air Force will be expiring. It
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s foreseen that in some cases the individualy
concerned will, at the time of such termina-
tion, be on active duty but undergoing nec-
essary hospitalization or physical evaluation
of possible entitlement to disability benefits,
It is very possible that some of these officers
may, by reason of physical injury or disease,
be mentally incompetent to accept the in-
definite Reserve appointment.

Under such circumstances the disability
benefits provided by the Career Compensa-
tion Act and to which the individual would
otherwise be entitled would not be payable
unless formal determination of such entitle-
ment is made prior to termination of military
status. Uncontrollable factors such as the
time, the nature, or character of disabilities
in such cases could result in loss of benefits.
The proposed amendment will authorize re-
tention of such individuals in active service
for the purpose of hospitalization and deter-
mination of their possible entitlement to dis-
ability benefits.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES

This proposal was submitted to the Con-
gress by the Department of the Army on De-
cember 16, 1953, as a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1954. It
was introduced as H. R. 7332 and S. 2691.

COST AND BUDGET DATA

Enactment of this proposal would result in
no increase in the budgetary requirements
of the Department of Defense.

Sincerely yours,
RoserT T. STEVENS,
Secretary of the Army.

5. 804. A bill to amend section 201 (e) of
the Career Compensation Act of 1949, as
amended, to provide for advance payments
of certain pay and allowances of members of
the uniformed services, and for other pur-
poses.

(The letter accompanying Senate bill 804
is as follows:)

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D. C., December 22, 1954.
Hon. RicHarp M. Nixow,
President of the Senate.

Dear Mr. PresipENT: There is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation to amend sec-
tion 201 (e) of the Career Compensation Act
of 1949, as amended, to provide for advance
payments of certain pay and allowances of
members of the uniformed services, and for
other purposes.

‘This proposal is part of the Department of
Defense legislative program for 1955 and the
Bureau of the Budget has advised that there
is no objection to the presentation of this
proposal for the consideration of the Con-
gress. The Department of the Army has been
designated as the representative of the De-
partment of Defense for this legislation. It
is recommended that this proposal be enacted
by the Congress.

FURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

This proposed legislation would provide
that members of the uniformed services may,
incident to release from active duty or train-
ing duty, be paid in advance, without regard
to the actual performance of travel, pay, and
allowances to which they are otherwise en-
titled for the period required to travel from
their last duty station to home.

A similar provision of law was first enacted
by the act of March 4, 1923 (42 Stat. 1508),
and was carried forward to section 3 of the
Pay Readjustment Act of 1942 (56 Stat. 360),
which was repealed by the Career Compensa-
tion Act of 1949. However, the Career Com-
pensation Act omitted such provision for ad-
vance payments. Section 98 of the National
Defense Act (act of June 3, 1916, 39 Stat.
207), now authorizes payment in advance to
members of the National Guard participat-
ing in encampments, maneuvers, or other
exercises.

Payment of advance pay under this pro-
posed legislation could be accomplished by
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one voucher at the time the member leaves
the post of duty, incident to release from
active duty or training duty, without the
necessity of follow-up procedures or addi-
tional payments and without regard to
whether or not the member, so far as pay
and allowances are concerned, actually trav-
eled to his home. This procedure would
obviate the additional workload on personnel
officers in preparing vouchers and also on
disbursing officers in computing and paying
such vouchers for 2 or 3 days’ pay and in
many instances only 1 day’s pay when such
a member is required to wait until he has per-
formed the travel to his home.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES

A similar proposal was included in the
Department of Defense legislative program
for 1954 and was introduced in the 83d Con-
gress in the form of H. R. 85640 and 8. 3211.
No further action was taken on the bills.

COST AND BUDGET DATA
The enactment of this proposal will cause
no apparent increase in the budgetary re-
quirements for the Department of Defense,
Sincerely yours,
RoBERT T. STEVENS,
Secretary of the Army.

USE OF AN INFORMATION FILED BY
PUBLIC PROSECUTING OFFICERS
IN CERTAIN CASES

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I intro=-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
amend sections 3182 and 3183 of title 18
of the United States Code so as to au-
thorize the use of an information filed
by a public prosecuting officer for mak-
ing demands for fugitives from justice.
I am introducing this bill at the request
of the chief justice of the Supreme Court
of the State of Missouri.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 806) to amend sections
3182 and 3183 of tille 18 of the United
States Code so as to authorize the use
of an information filed by a public prose-
cuting officer for making demands for
fugitives from justice, introduced by Mr.
LanGer, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

IMPROPER SOLICITATION OF CON-
TRIBUTIONS BY CHARITABLE OR-
GANIZATIONS

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
provide for exclusion from the mails of
matter violating certain State laws deal-
ing with improper solicitations of contri-
butions by charitable organizations and
to forbid the payment of money orders
therefor. I might say that this bill is
introduced as a result of an investigation
made by a committee of the senate of
the State of New York, which showed
that of millions upon millions of dollars
collected ostensibly for charitable pur-
poses more than 85 percent of the money
collected was used by the persons who
did the collecting.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred. :

The bill (S. 814) to provide for exclu-
sion from the mails of mail violating cer-
tain State laws dealing with improper
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solicitations of contributions by charita=
ble organizations and to forbid the pay-
ment of money orders therefor, intro-
duced by Mr. LANGER, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv=-
ice.

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF
CERTAIN ALIENS

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I in-
troduce for appropriate reference a bill
to amend the Immigration and Natural-
ization Act of 1952 in a minor respect in
order to provide relief from deportation
to illegally entered aliens who have
served honorably in the Armed Forces of
the United States in the Korean conflict,
in World War II, or otherwise for a
period of 3 years. I ask unanimous con-
sent that a statement on this bill, pre-
pared by me, be printed in the REcorp.

The FRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
statement will be printed in the REcorb.

The bill (S. 846> to authorize the At-
torney General to suspend deportation
and admit for permanent residence un-
der section 244 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act certain aliens who have
served honorably in the Armed Forces
of the United States, introduced by Mr.
LeaMmaN, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

The statement presented by Mr,
LenmaN is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR LEHMAN

I am today introducing a hill to permit
veterans who have served honorably in the
Korean conflict in the armed services of the
United States but who originally entered the
United States illegally to be relieved from
deportation and be allowed to remain in the
United States at the discretion of the Attor-
ney General.

I am proposing an amendment to that
section of the Immigration and Nationality
Act of 1952 which provides for suspension of
deportation, applying that suspension to
a number of veterans who have honorably
served the United States but who have re-
mained in the United States in technical
defiance of the law, Most of them came
over to this country as seamen and jumped
ship. They were drafted or enlisted in the
armed services and served honorably and in
some cases with great distinection, and are
now, despite their services and sacrifices in
the cause of the United States, being faced
with orders of deportation. The present
law is so restrictive that no discretion is
given to the Attorney General to suspend
deportation in these cases. The entire sec-
tion dealing with suspension of deportation
needs to be drastically rewritten in order to
be in accord with the traditions of the United
States. Legislation is now bheing drafted
which would accomplish this among many
other sweeping changes in our present immi-
gration law. However, pending the intro-
duction of this bill and congressional con-
sideration of this overall legislation, I feel
that prompt relief should be provided in this
restricted group of cases which, wcecording to
my information, does not include more than
100 individuals. Some of the cases that
have come to me are truly appealing, includ-
ing some veterans who have received high
decorations for bravery and gallantry in
Eorea and elsewhere.

During their stay in the United States,
they have abided by all our laws and have
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shown every indication of being good citi-
zen material. If they have violated any law,
suspension of deportation would not apply.
This legislation would only apply to the
following classes of veterans:
(a) Those who have served in World War

(b) Those who have served in the combat
zone in Korea.

(c) Those who have served for periods
aggregating 3 years or more in the armed
services of the United States.

They must be certified to have served
honorably and to have been honorably sepa-
rated from the services, It then comes
within the discretion of the Attorney Gen-
eral whether to suspend deportation. No
such discretionary authority 1s now vested
in him.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR
PLACED ON CALENDAR

The following bills were each read
twice by their titles, and referred, or
placed on the calendar, as indicated:

H.R.587. A bill to provide that persons
serving in the Armed Forces on January 31,
1955, may continue to accrue educational
benefits under the Veterans' Readjustment
Assistance Act of 1952, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare.

H. R. 2010. A biil to amend the act of July
10, 1953, which created the Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations; placed on the
calendar.

PRINTING OF MANUSCRIPT EN-
TITLED “OUR CAPITOL" AS A SEN-
ATE DOCUMENT

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, dur-
ing the 83d Congress, the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Bripges] requested
and received unanimous consent that
the manuscript entitled “Our Capitol”
be printed as a Senate document, with
illustrations.

I am informed that the supply of that
document is almost exhausted. There-
fore, I aks unanimous consent that the
manuscript, with corrections, and illu-
strations, be printed as a Senate docu-
ment of the 84th Congress, and that
15,000 additional copies be printed for
the Senate document room. The manu-
script is well prepared, and is greatly in
demand by all of the offices.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
Senator from Kentucky? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

TRANSFER OF CERTAIN HOSPITALS
AND FACILITIES—DISCHARGE OF
A COMMITTEE—REFERENCE OF
LETTER

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Armed Services be discharged from
the further consideration of a letter from
the Secretary of the Army dated Decem-
ber 21, 1954, relating to a bill to authorize
the transfer of hospitals and related
facilities between the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration and the Department of Defense,
and for other purposes, and that the
letter be referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

January 28

RELIEF OF CERTAIN ARMY AND AIR
FORCE NURSES—DISCHARGE OF
A COMMITTEE—REFERENCE OF
LETTER

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Armed Services be discharged from
further consideration of a letter from
the Secretary of the Air Force, dated
January 3, 1955, and addressed to the
Vice President, forwarding a draft of
legislation to provide for the relief of
certain Army and Air Force nurses, and
for other purposes, and that the letter
be referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary, where the proposed legislation
properly belongs.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
Senator from Georgia? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

REVOLVING FUND FOR PURCHASE
AND SALE OF CERTAIN AGRI-
CULTURAL COMMODITIES—DIS-
CHARGE OF A COMMITTEE—REF-
ERENCE OF LETTER

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, a let-
ter from the Secretary of the Army,
dated December 21, 1954, relating fo a
proposed bill to repeal Public Law
820, 80th Congress, entitled “An act to
provide a revolving fund for the pur-
chase of agricultural commodities and
raw materials to be processed in occu-
pied areas and sold,” was referred to the
Committee on Armed Services. I ask
that this letter be referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ISSUANCE OF SPECIAL POSTAGE
STAMP AS A MEMORIAL TO THE
LATE SENATOR TAFT —ADDI-
TIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, on
yesterday, I introduced a bill (S. 783)
to provide for the issuance of a special
postage stamp in honor of the late
Senator Robert A. Taft. It was in-
tended that the hill be introduced on
behalf of myself, and the two Senators
from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER and Mr.
Bewper]. I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be printed with the names
of the Senators from Ohio and myself
a5 COSpOonsors.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
Senator from Indiana? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON NOMINA-
TIONS OF PHILIF D. REED AND
ERWIN D. CANHAM, TO BE MEM-
BERS OF THE UNITED STATES
ADVISORY COMMISSION ON IN-
FORMATION
Mr. GEORGE. Mr, President, the

Senate received today the nominations

of the following-named persons to be

members of the United States Advisory

Commissicn on Information for a term
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expiring January 27, 1958, and until their
successors have been appointed and qual-
ified: Philip D. Reed, of New York, and
Erwin D. Canham, of Massachusetts.

I give notice that these nominations
will be considered by the Committee on
Foreign Relations at the expiration of 6
days, in accordance with the committee
rule.

THE CONSTRUCTIVE WORK OF THE
ADVERTISING COUNCIL

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was
pleased recently to receive a copy of the
splendid annual report of the Advertis-
ing Council for 1953-54. This 30-page
booklet is an impressive demonstration
of the vitality and the civic-mindedness
of the American free-enterprise system.

As is well stated on page 3 by Mr. Phil-
lip L. Graham, publisher of the Wash-
ington Post and Times Herald and
chairman of the council for 1953-54:

If a demonstration were needed that the
social conscience of American business has
quickened or that industry now views the
public good as indivisible from its own, the
history of Advertising Council provides it,

The year of constructive work reflected
in this booklet represents an inspiring
story to America, and, indeed, to the
world, which too often has had a dis-
torted view of American free enterprise.

I ask unanimous consent that a brief
statement I have prepared on this sub-
jeet, along with an appended list of dis-
tinguished council participants, may be
printed in the body of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and list were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY

One of the miracles of America is the role
which advertising plays through all media
of public expression.

Thanks to the Advertising Council, this
great constructive force has been mobilized
for a tremendous variety of patriotic and
civic programs.

Each year around $60 milion in advertising
space and time are contributed to Govern-
ment campaigns alone by American business
through the Advertising Couneil. In addi-
tion, the support of nongovernmental cam-
paigns reaches a value of approximately $40
million annually.

The Advertising Council utilizes every me-
dium available for public communication
and information. This includes: magazines,
newspapers, television, car cards, outdoor
posters, radio business people, house maga-
zines, and sheet posters,

VARIED PATRIOTIC PROGRAMS

Among its great campaigns during 1953-54
were programs for better schools; an appre-
ciation of the future of America; support of
CARE; strengthening of civil defense; aid to
community chests; support of the Crusade
for Freedom; strengthening of American en-~
gineering; fire prevention, including forest-
fire protection; strengthening of the Ground
Observer Corps; the national-blood program;
the Red Cross; encouragement of religion in
American life; accident prevention; student-
nurse recruitment; United States savings
bonds sales; USO-Mail Call.

CONSTITUENT GROUPS

The council has six constituent organiza-
tions: The American Association of Advertis=
ing Agencies, the Association of National Ad-
vertisers, the Bureau of Advertising of the
American Newspaper Publishers Association,
the Magazine Publishers Association, the Na-
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tional Assoclation of Radlo and Television
Broadcasters, the Outdoor Advertising Asso-
clation of America.

OFFICIAL APPRECIATION

We read in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD and
we hear in other media and forums of Amer=-
ican life numerous criticisms from time to
time of this or that feature of American busi-
ness, 5o, I belleve that it is altogether fitting
and appropriate that we give praise when it
is genuinely due and that we salute this great
constructive institution—the Advertising
Council.

The fact that the council’s invaluable
services are recognized and appreciated by
our Government is indicated by the out-
standing leaders of the executive branch and
of the legislative branch, as well, who have
participated in Washington conferences of
the council or who have had other cordial
contact with it.

I wish the Advertising Council well and
trust that its members will carry on in their
great job in the service of our Nation.

THIS IDEA SPREADS OVERSEAS

The social responsibility of the American
free enterprise system is, I believe, one of the
most distinguishing characteristics of 20th
century America. It is a feature which
should be duplicated by other free-enterprise
nations throughout the world.

In this connection, may I say this: As
ranking Republican on the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee and as its former chair-
man, I am particularly impressed with the
splendid job which the Advertising Council
has performed in such work as its efforts for
the Crusade for Freedom.

Moreover, the council idea, I am glad to say,
has already gone global, Public service ad-
vertising is making headway now in various
foreign countries. A right idea such as this
cannot help but be of inspiration to freemen
everywhere.

DISTINGUISHED EXECUTIVES

The officers, chairmen of board committees
and the board of directors of the council rep-
resent a blue ribbon list of American indus-
try. No corporation in America or group of
corporations could possibly afford to employ
men and women with such tremendous and
high-compensated talent as the Advertising
Council has avallable, enthusiastically and
without pay, for the service of 163 million
Americans.

The same is true of its public policy com-
mittee representing all phases of American
life and of the industries advisory commit-
tee.

I append hereto a list of the individuals
serving in these various important capacities.

ke
THE ADVERTISING COUNCIL

OFFICERS AND CHAIRMEN OF BOARD COMMITTEES,
1954-55

Stuart Peabody, chairman; Louis N. Brock=-
way, vice chairman; Leo Burnett, vice chair-
man; John C. Sterling, vice chairman; Theo-
dore S. Repplier, president; Allan M. Wilson,
vice president; George P Ludlam, vice presi-
dent; Frederic R. Gamble, secretary; Paul B.
West, treasurer; Louis N. Brockway, chair-
man, executive committee; Leo Burnett,
chairman, campaigns review committee;
Charles G. Mortimer, chairman, finance com-
mittee; Harold E. Fellows, chairman, Gov-
ernment relations committee; Chester J. La
Roche, chairman, nominating committee;
Philip L. Graham, chairman, planning com=-
mittee; F. Bourne Ruthrauff, chairman, pro-
motion committee; Edwin W. Ebel, chairman,
radio and television committee; Henry G.
Little, chairman, sponsorship committee.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 1854—55
Fred E. Adams, president, G. M. Bas=-
ford Co.; Willlam R. Baker, Jr., chairman,
Benton & Bowles, Inc.; Harold S. Barnes, di-
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rector, Bureau of Advertising of the ANPA;
Theodore L. Bates, partner, Ted Bates & Co.;
Nelson Bond, vice president and director of
advertising, McGraw-Hill Publishing Co.,
Inc.; Frank Braucher, president, Magazine
Advertising Bureau; Lee H. Bristol, president,
Bristol-Myers Co.; Louis N. Brockway, execu-
tive vice president, Young & Rubicam, Inc.;
C. H. Brower, executive vice president, Bat-
ten, Barton, Durstine & Osborn, Inc.; Thomas
D'Arcy Brophy, chairman of the board, Ken-
yon & Eckhardt, Inc.; Leo Burnett, presi-
dent, Leo Burnett Co., Inec.; Willlam G.
Chandler, president, Scripps-Howard Supply
Co., Evans Clark, New York, N. Y.; Fairfax
M. Cone, president, Foote, Cone & Belding;
Felix W. Coste, vice president, The Coca-Cola
Co.; David R. Daniel, publisher, The Hartford
Times; Richard E. Deems, vice president and
general advertising manager, Hearst Mag-
azines, Inc.; Edwin W. Ebel, director of corpo-
rate marketing, General Foods Corp.; Philip
J. Everest, vice president of sales and promo-
tion, Transportation Displays, Inc.; Harold
E. Fellows, president and chairman, National
Association of Radio and Television Broad-
casters; Bennett H. Fishler, editor and pub-
lisher, Herald-News and Sunday News, of
Ridgewood, N. J.; Edwin S. Friendly, vice
president, New York World-Telegram and
Sun; EKerwin H. Fulton, president, Outdoor
Advertising, Inc.; Bamuel C. Gale, vice presi-
dent and director of advertising and public
service, General Mills, Inc.; Frederic R. Gam-
ble, president, American Assoclation of Ad-
vertising Agencles; Edward G. Gerbie, vice
president of merchandising and advertising,
Johnson & Johnson; Philip L. Graham, pub-
lisher, The Washington Post and Times
Herald; Robert M. Gray, advertising and sales
promotion manager, Esso Standard Oil Co.;
Arthur P. Hall, vice president in charge of ad-
vertising and public relations, Aluminum
Company of America; George W. Healy, edi-
tor, New Orleans Times-Picayune; Joseph
Katz, president, The Joseph EKatz Co.; Robert
E. Kintner, president, American Broadcasting
Co.; Arthur W. Kohler, vice president and ad-
vertising director, Curtis Publishing Co.;
Chester J. LaRoche, president, C. J. LaRoche
& Co., Inc.; Roy E. Larson, president, Time,
Inc.; Henry G. Little, president, Campbell-
Ewald Co.; George P, Ludlam, vice president,
The Advertising Council; Dean James E. Mc-
Carthy, director, Outdoor Advertising Foun-
dation, University of Notre Dame; Howard J.
Morgens, vice president In charge of advertis-
ing, The Procter & Gamble Co.; Charles G,
Mortimer, president, General Foods Corp.;
Wesley I. Nunn, advertising manager, Stand-
ard Oil Co. (Indiana); Harry O'Mealia, Jr,,
president, O'Mealia Outdoor Advertising Co.;
Thomas F. O'Neil, chairman and president,
Mutual Broadcasting System; Stuart Peabody,
assistant vice president, The Borden Co.; W.
B. Potter, director of advertising, Eastman
Kodak Co.; Theodore S. Repplier, president,
The Advertising Council; William Reydel,
vice president, Cunningham & Walsh, Inc,;
Burr L. Robbins, president, General Outdoor
Advertising Co.; F. Bourne Ruthrauff, vice
president, Ruthrauff & Ryan, Inc.; Myles
Standish, chairman of the Board, Outdoor
Advertising Assoclation of America, Inc.;
Frank Stanton, president, Columbia Broad-
casting System; John C. Sterling, publisher,
This Week Magazine; J. B. Stewart, treasurer,
Outdoor Advertising Association of America,
Inc.; Harold B. Thomas, Stamford, Conn.;
J. L. Van Volkenburg, president, Columbia
Broadcasting System Television Network; H.
M. Warren, vice president of advertising and
sales promotion, National Carbon Co.;
Sylvester L. Weaver, Jr., president, National
BEroadcasting Co.; Paul B. West, president, As-
sociation of National Advertisers; Allan M.
Wilson, vice president, The Advertising Coun-
cil; Albert E. Winger, Crowell-Collier Pub-
lishing Co.; Chris J. Witting, president, West-
inghouse Broadcasting Co.; James W. Young,
senior consultant, J. Walter Thompson Co.
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AFFILIATED ORGANIZATIONS

Advertising Assoclation of the West, Ad-
vertising Federation of America, Agricultural
Publishers’' Association, Assoclated Business
Papers, International Advertising Associa-
tion, International Affiliation of Sales and
Advertising Clubs, National Association of
Transportation Advertising, National Edi-
torlal Association, National Industrial Ad-
vertisers Association, National Retail Dry
Goods Association, Newspaper Advertising
Executives Association.

CONSTITUENT ORGANIZATIONS

American Association of Advertising Agen-
cies, Assoclation of National Advertisers, Bu-
reau of Advertising of the ANPA, Magazine
Publishers Association, National Association
of Radio and Television Broadcasters, Out-
door Advertising Association of America.

PUBLIC POLICY COMMITTEE

Chairman, Paul G. Hoffman, chalrman, the
Studebaker Corp.; vice chairman, Evans
Clark, trustee, Twentieth Century Fund; Dr.
Sarah Gibson Blanding, president of Vassar
College; Dr. Ralph J. Bunche, director, De~
partment of Trusteeship, United Nations;
Olive Clapper, publicist; Chester C. Davis;
Henry Fleisher, director of publicity, Congress
of Industrial Organizations; Clarence Francis,
director, General Foods Corp.; Dr. Alan
Gregg, vice president, Rockefeller Founda-
tion; Helen Hall, director, Henry Street Set-
tlement; Dr. Lawrence A. Kimpton, chancel-
lor, University of Chicago; A. E. Lyon, execu-
tive secretary, Railway Labor Executives' As-
sociation; Eugene Meyer, chairman, board of
directors, the Washington Post and Times
Herald; Dr. William I. Myers, dean, New York
State College of Agriculture at Cornwall Uni-
versity; Elmo Roper, public-opinion analyst;
Boris Shishkin, economist, American Fed-
eration of Labor; Dr. George N. Shuster, pres-
ident, Hunter College; Roger W. Straus,
chairman, American Smelting & Refining Co.;
Reese H. Taylor, president, Union Oil Co. of
California; Dr. Henry M. Wriston, president,
Brown University.

INDUSTRIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Chairman: Charles E. Wilson, chairman
. of the executive committee of the board
of directors, W. R. Grace & Co.

Vice chairman: Donald David, dean grad-
uate School of Business Adminlstration, Har-
vard University.

Members: 8. C. Allyn, president, the Na-
tional Cash Register Co.; Bromwell Ault,
vice president, Interchemical Corp.; Melvin
H. Baker, chairman, National Gypsum Co.;
William Balderston, president, Philco Corp.;
M. J. Baum, executive vice president, Hickey-
Freeman Co.; Lawrence D. Bell, president
and general manager, Bell Aircraft Corp.;
8. Bruce Black, president, Liberty Mutual
Insurance Co.; Fred Bohen, president, Mere-
dith Publishing Co.; George P. Brett, Jr,,
president, the Macmillan Co.; Edward G.
Budd, Jr., president, the Budd Co.; Harry
A. Bullis, chairman of the board, General
Mills, Inc.; M. W. Clement, former chair-
man of the board, the Pennsylvania Railroad
Co.; John S. Coleman, president, Burroughs
Adding Machine Co.; John L. Collyer, chair-
man and chief executive officer, the B. F.
Goodrich Co.; George H. Coppers, president,
National Biscuit Co.; Harlow H. Curtice,
president, General Motors Corp.; E. A. Darr,
‘president, R. J. Reynolds Tobacco Co.; Le-
land I. Doan, president, the Dow Chemical
Co.; Thomas Drever, chairman, American
Steel Foundries; Charles T. Fisher, Jr., presi-
dent, National Bank of Detroit; Frank M. Fol-
som, president, Radio Corporation of Amer-
ica; Clarence Francis, director, General Foods
Corp.; Joseph G. Griswold; Jr., partner, the
Widdicomb Furniture Co.; F. G. Gurley,
president, the Atchison, Topeka and Santa
Fe Railway System; Charles B. Harding,
senlor partner, Smith, Barney & Co.; Thomas
J. Hargrave, chairman, Eastman Kodak Co.;
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Conrad N. Hilton, president, Hilton Hotels;
H. E. Humphries, Jr., president, United
States Rubber Co.; Roy C. Ingersoll, presi-
dent, Borg-Warner Corp.; W. A. Johnston,
president, Illinois Central Rallroad; James
8. Enowlson, chairman of the board and
president, Stewart-Warner Corp.; Barry T.
Leithead, president, Cluett, Peabody &
Co., Inc.; J. Preston Levis, chairman of
the board, Owens-Illinols Glass Co.; Philip
Liebmann, president, Liebmann Brewerles,
Inc; John A, Logan, president, Na-
tional Association of Food Chalns; George
H. Love, president, Pittsburgh Consolidated
Coal Co.; J. Spencer Love, chairman of the
executive committee, Burlington Mills Corp.;
John L. McCaffrey, president, International
Harvester Co.; Neil McElroy, president, the
Procter & Gamble Co.; J. A. Martino, presi-
dent, National Lead Co.; Charles G. Morti-
mer, president, General Foods Corp.; J. J.
Nance, president and general manager, Pack-
ard Motor Car Co.; J. B. O'Hara, chairman of
the Board, Dr. Pepper Co.; Herbert A. Payne,
vice president and secretary, the Home In-
surance Co.; Charles 8. Payson, chairman of
the board, Refined Syrups & Sugars, Inc.;
Harrls Perlstein, president, Pabst Brewing
Co.; Gwilyma A. Price, president, Westing-
house Electric Corp.; W. A, Roberts, presi-
dent, Allis-Chalmers Mifg. Co.; Reuben
B. Robertson, chairman of the board,
the Champion Paper and Fiber Co.; T. J.
Ross, Ivy Lee and T. J. Ross; Gen, Frank
R. Schwengel, president, Joseph E. Seagram
& Sons, Inc.; Robert B. Smallwood, president,
Thomas J. Lipton, Inc.; J. P. Spang, Jr., presi-
dent, Gillette Co.; Frederick W. Specht,
president, Armour and Co.; Philip Sporn,
president, American Gas & Electric Service
Corp.; W. A. Stewart, president, American
Optical Co.; Charles J. Stilwell, president,
the Warner & Swesey Co.; W. C. Stolk, presi-
dent, American Can Co.; John R. Suman,
vice president, Standard Oil Co. (New Jer-
sey); Reese H. Taylor, president, the Union
0Oil Co. of California; George Van Gorder,
president, McKesson & Robbins, Inc.; Robert
L. Warren, chalrman of the board, Brock-
way Glass Co., Inc.; James B. Weber, Jr,,
vice president, the J. L. Hudson Co.; Sidney
J. Welnberg, partner, Goldman, Sachs &
Co.; C. M. White, president, Republic Steel
Corporation; H. Fred Willkie, director, Dis-
tillers Corp.-Seagrams, Ltd., (Canada); Dr,
Robert E. Wilson, chairman, Standard Oil
Co. (Indiana).
CHAIRMAN OF THE GROUP COMMITTEES

Chairman, business paper advisory com-
mittee: Nelson Bond, vice president and di-
rector of advertising, McGraw-Hill Publish-
ing Co.

Chairman, house magazine advisory com-
mittee: K. C. Pratt, editor, Stet magazine.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there further morning business? If not,
morning business is concluded.

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE SENATOR
HUGH BUTLER, OF NEBRASKA

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, it is ap-
propriate, I am sure, that my first re-
marks in this Chamber pay tribute to
our former colleague, Hugh Butler.

The esteem in which he was held was
noted by many Senators, on both sides
of the aisle, at the time of his death
last summer. To me, his loss was the
loss of a friend in the truest and noblest
sense of friendship. I sought his coun-
sel before seeking membership in the
House of Representatives in 1938.
Through all my years in the House, I
valued his contribution to me as a friend,
and as a man of keen judgment and
great character,
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In his private life, Hugh Butler grew
in a manner possible only in America.
From a humble beginning, he overcame
personal handicap, to gain an education
and to earn a prominent role in the busi-
ness and civic life of his community.

As he prospered, he devoted much of
his time and wealth to the welfare of
others, His church, his college, and
many, many others were the recipients
of his bounty.

Hugh Butler's life was marked with
personal tragedy. Two sons died in
childhood; and his devoted wife, Faye,
died as he entered his first term in the
Senate, He never overcame this grief,
but it served to make him always mind-
ful of another’s tribulation. He lived
selflessly and generously, devoting both
his public and private roles to doing for
others.

Perhaps the greatest achievement of
Hugh Butler was that, despite his many
successes, he lived a simple and frugal
life. Whenever he paused in his travels
over Nebraska he was among friends.
He worked diligently for the people of
Nebraska because he had a deep affec-
tion for them and he knew and under-
stood their problems.

Success in life varies with individual
interpretation. But, I am sure, when
defined in the abstract, success is meas-
ured by one’s contribution to others. If
this be true, Hugh Butler was eminently
successful. His contributions, both ma-
terial and spiritual, enriched those who
knew him, and will make life better for
many who will never have known him.

AUTHORIZATION FOR TUSE OF
ARMED FORCES TO PROTECT SE-
CURITY OF FORMOSA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 159)
authorizing the President to employ the
Armed Forces of the United States for
protecting the security of Formosa, the
Pescadores, and related positions and
territories of that area.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp an editorial pub-
lished in the Washington Post and Times
Herald of September 11, 1954, entitled
“Questions on Quemoy,” and I should
particularly like to have the editorial
writer of the Washington Post and Times
Herald who wrote the editorial in to-
day’s Washington Post and Times Her-
ald, entitled ‘“No Preventive War,” which
I shall also ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp following the
editorial of September 11, 1954, read the
editorial of September 11, 1954, which
starts with the sentence:

The defense of Quemoy is not worth risk-
ing world war IIL.

I would like to have him read the en-
tire editorial, then read the joint resolu-
tion now before the Senate, and take
note of what he clearly knows was the
testimony of the Secretary of State and
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
as to the intention at the present time
to defend the islands immediately off
the mainland of China.
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I say to the editor of the Washington
Post and Times Herald that his previous
editorial hits the nail right on the head,
and with the Nationalist Chinese on
Quemoy, there would be a strong prob-
ability that American boys would bhe
sacrificed in the defense of the Nation-
alist Chinese on that island.

Mr. President, I will stand to the last
in this debate in voting against the
pending resolution until the preventive
war objective in the resolution is stricken
by a vote on the Humphrey amendment,
or the Senate is given some other oppor-
tunity to strike it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the unanimous con-
sent request?

There being no objection, the edito-
rials were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

|From the Washington Post and Times
Herald of September 11, 1954]

QUESTIONS ON QUEMOY

The defense of Quemoy is not worth risk-
ing world war III. That is precisely what
the administration will risk, however, if it
insists on becoming a little bit pregnant re-
specting Quemoy; if it envisages a sort of
limited defense through support of Chiang
Kai-shek. For if the limited defense should
fail, as it would in the face of a determined
assault, the warhawks would cry defeat, and
there would be intense pressure for a direct
American tangle with Communist China.

What are the Communist interests in Que-
moy? As parties in a civil war the Commu-
nist Chinese are, of course, anxious to cap-
ture the pair of islands athwart the port of
Amoy, islands from which the Nationalists
have staged raids and heckling operations.
Undoubtedly, too, there is a larger political
significance in the threat to Quemoy. In all
probability a protected invasion or threat of
invasion is designed to lose more face for the
United States in Asia to show that here is a
situation which the new SEATO pact cannot
cope with.

What is the American interest, as distinct
from that of Chiang Kai-shek (which is to
use the affair as tinder for world war)?
Surely our interest is to avoid the trap the
Communists have so carefully baited. There
is no question of the defense of Formosa,
which has become a firm part of national
strategy on which almost all Americans
can agree. But Quemoy is not essential
to the defense of Formosa. It is highly
doubtful, given clear evidence of American
determination, that the Communists pres-
ently contemplate any serious threat to For-
mosa, since they lack amphibious forces.
Quemoy has no place in the pattern of Amer-
ican strategic outposts going from Japan to
Okinawa to the Philippines. It is not im-
portant at all, except perhaps for a few in-
telligence operations and considerations of
face. But by the same token the successful
defense of an island so close to the mainland
and within range of Communist jet aircraft
would be costly.

Unquestionably the United States will lose
some face if the Communists take Quemoy.
But we shall assuredly lose less face if we
make a hard decision that Quemoy is not es-
sential; if we persuade Chiang Kai-shek to
make a thunderous pronouncement and
then pull out, than if we march up the hill
and then have to back ignominiously down.
American strategy must be based on careful
consideration of broad objectives, not on the
whims of every passing breeze, One of those
objectives must be to make our intention
absolutely clear to the Communists—and
then stick to them., Since Quemoy is not
Important to larger world strategy, and since
we can't defend it, except at unwarranted
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cost and risk, it will be far better not to con-
fuse the issue with reckless talk in the first
place.

[From the Washington Post and Times
Herald of January 28, 19565]

No PREVENTIVE WaR

President Eisenhower has given some very
necessary reassurance about the Formosa
resolution. The purpose of the resolution is
to authorize the use of American military
forces if necessary in the direct defense of
Formosa and the Pescadores (as well as In
direct self-defense) and the President per-
sonally will retain the decision on any other
use. This does not meet all the questions
raised about the ambiguities in the resolu-
tion, but it certainly should dispel most ap-
prehensions that the authorization could be
a mask for preventive war. The President
has set his face firmly against any such
course. He has demonstrated under trying
circumstances that he is a man of peace and
that he is not stampeded by risky advice.
No one can doubt that he takes his respon-
sibility on this point very seriously indeed,
and that he would exercise the highest dis-
cretion in protecting the national interest.

Aggression and preventive war were, in
fact, most unfortunate words to describe
the situation feared by critics of the resolu-
tion. TUnguestionably, the Senators who
used this language were motivated by the
deepest concern and patriotism. They
feared a situation in which this country
could be maneuvered—by its own zealots or
by Chiang Eai-shek—into using Armed
Forces against the Chinese mainland to pre-
vent a Communist strike agalnst, say,
Quemoy rather than against Formosa. Such
an involvement would be extremely perilous.
Even so, such unlikely action in the face of
direct provocation would not constitute ag-
gression or preventive war in the usual
meaning of those terms. And the broad
meaning of the resolution is to emphasize
that the United States harbors no aggressive
designs against China.

All the same, the questioning has served
a useful purpose. It has demonstrated a
considerable feeling—to which the adminis-
tration has responded—that the Quemoys
and Matsus, whatever their bargaining value,
are not essential to the defense of Formosa
and are not worth a war. Mr. Eisenhower
now has gone about as far as he can in meet-
ing these crticisms without diluting the res-
olution. The niceties of judgment cannot
in any event be fixed by legislation, and
Senator GeoRree is right in ealling for prompt
passage of the resolution. In the circum-
stances it is necessary for the country to
trust the President’s broad understanding in
the use of his powers, many of which he has
had all along. .

The important thing now is for Congress
and the country to display unity and re-
straint, both in the unequivocal determina-
tion fo protect Formosa against invasion and
in the invitation to Communist China to
settle differences by peaceful means.

Mr. MORSE subsequently said: Mr.
President, previously I asked and ob-
tained unanimous consent to have two
editorials printed in the body of the REc-
orp. I now ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the body of the Recorp,
immediately following those editorials,
a brilliant and penetrating article writ-
ten by Chalmers M. Roberts, and pub-
lished in the Washington Post and Times
Herald of September 11, 1954. The
article is entitled “Question for Ike: War
for Quemoy?”

Following the printing of that article,
I also ask unanimous consent to have
printed an exceedingly thought-provok-
ing article on the entire question of the
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Asiatic issue, written by Marquis Childs,
and appearing in this morning’s issue of
the Washington Post and Times Herald.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:

|From the Washington Post and Times

Herald of September 11, 1954]

QuEsSTION FOR IKE: WAR FOR QUEMOYX?

(By Chalmers M. Roberts)

The Quemoy question which will be before
the National Security Council when it meets
Sunday in Denver is another test of Amer-
ica’s ability to handle its ultradifficult re-
lationships with Red China without increas-
ing the strain between Washington and
other non-Communist capitals and without
leading to a major war.

For Quemoy is certainly another example
of the Communist tactic of divide and con-
quer, of playing on every division of opinion
in the West in order to paralyze our ability
to stand together against a common threat.

One would have thought that long before
now the NSC and President Eisenhower
would have decided whether or not American
Armed Forces would be used to ald the Chi-
nese Nationalist defense of Quemoy and the
eight other groups of Nationalist-held islands
ranged for several hundred miles along Red
China’s coast. But that appears not to
have been the case and so this Government
must make a declsion under the pressure of
the battlefield at Quemoy.

In that respect the Quemoy situation is
similar to the almost-but-not-quite Ameri-
can intervention in Indochina last spring.
The same arguments are being advanced
by some of the same people, essentially to the

- effect that the United States cannot afford

to allow a new Communist victory in Asia
on top of Korea and Indochina.

It is hard to make much of a case, mili-
tarily speaking, for the risk of a major war
with Red China over any or all of the Na-
tionalist-held islands. Indeed, the National-
ists have voluntarily evacuated three sets of
islands since Chlang Kai-shek was forced
back on Formosa, two sets of them after the
Truman order to the Tth Fleet to defend
Formosa.

But the past filuidity of Nationalist policy,
depending on Communist pressure, would
be replaced by a rigid American policy if
the NSC and the President should decide to
defend Quemoy and the other islands, come
what may.

It is not hard to imagine the emotional
effect in the United States of the loss of
American seamen and airmen in the defense
of Quemoy. Already Chiang's planes are
attacking the China mainland and the pres-
sure would quickly be great for American
planes to join in because Nationalist capabil-
ities are limited. Chiang's raids are them-
selves enough to invite retaliatory raids on
Formosa by the Communists, American air
attacks on the China mainland would cer-
tainly offer the Communists an excuse in
the world's eyes.

Much of the frustration of the Korean
war, in American eyes, was due to the po-
litical wraps put on our military against air
strikes across the Yalu. It obviously would
be difficult, in the current supercharged po-
litical atmosphere in America about Red
China, to limit our forces should the Reds
strike at our ships or at Formosa. And this
time there would be no United Nations allies
to lay a restraining hand on Washington.

The Indochina affair convinced most of the
non-Communist world that there is a strong
faction in Washington which favors war with
Red China, regardless of how strongly the
President later opposed the preventive-war
idea. It is widely known that Adm. Arthur
W. Radford, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, then talked of striking at communica-
tion lines inside Red China and that the
Pentagon was discussing use of A-bombs
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around Dien Bien Phu. The Quemoy ques-
tion renews fears in allied capitals that the
United States may now be politically in-
capable of entering into a limited war and
that any involvement with Red China would
lead to a major conflict.

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles is
fond of saying that this country should make
its intentions clear so there will be no mis-
understanding on the other side, as the Re-
publicans contended in the 1952 campaign
had not been the case with Korea. But we
have not done that in relation to Quemoy and
the related islands though we have over
Formosa itself.

Now the United States is forced to make a
decision which can be attacked one way as
appeasement and the other way as reckless-
ness. A Red Chinese misreading of our in-
tentions could lead to miscalculations and
military maneuvers which might set off a
chain reaction.

The problem thus is likely to be how to
prevent the Quemoy question from becom-
ing such a matter of face that neither Amer-
ica nor Red China can appear to back down.
The time, unfortunately, is very late.

[From the Washington Post and Times
Herald for January 28, 1955]
BenaToRs DusloUs OvEr MILITARY ROLE
{By Marquis Childs)

Once President Eisenhower had put before
Congress the resolution asking authority for
American air and sea forces to defend For-
mosa, its swift and virtually unanimous ac-
ceptance was inevitable. Any public differ-
ence would have been fatal to the effort to
demonstrate American unity behind the re-
solve to hold not alone Formosa but those

offshore islands essential to the defense of °

Formosa.

But some Senators, both Republicans and
Democrats, are distinctly unhappy over the
abruptness with which the problem was
dumped in the lap of Congress. This sud-
den action came when, as these same Sena-
tors point out, it should have been apparent
for months that American responsibility had
to be more closely defined.

Nothing was done until Red China's attack
on Tachen Islands made a decision urgent.
The Nationalists could not hold those islands
without American support. Once the Com-
munists launched their attack, the military
commanders on the spot had to know how
far their authority extended.

There also are grave doubts both in the
Foreign Relations and the Armed Services
Committees of the consequences of this step.
‘While the President insisted it was a move
for peace, some Senators feel it can lead to
war of indefinite duration and of unforesee-
able magnitude.

The attitude of top air and naval com-
manders is well known. They have talked
in the recent past of the inevitability of a
showdown and they want that showdown to
come as quickly as possible. From the be-
ginning of his tour of duty as Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on appointment by
President Eisenhower, Adm. Arthur W. Rad-
ford has privately urged measures, including
a naval blockade, for undermining the power
of the Communist regime in China. He has
sald that America should press such meas-
ures even though it might mean an unde-
clared war of 50 years’ duration.

Only a few days before the President asked
Congress to act, Radford returned from a
swing around the Far East, which included a
visit with Chiang Kai-shek on Formosa, and
advocated publicly a blockade of China if all
other measures for freeing the 11 American
fliers should fall. Radford is believed to
have been one of those most influential in
determining the language of the message to
Congress, with its broad scope and the in-
spired interpretation that it covers the
islands of Quemoy and Matsu immediately
off the China coast.
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But 1t can be stated with authority that
when the Joint Chiefs testified before the
SBenators in closed session, Gen, Matthew B.
Ridgway, Chief of Staff of the Army, did not
modify the view he has held from the be-
ginning of the controversy over Chinese in-
tervention. Ridgway reaffirmed his opinion
that to permit American bombers to attack
airports and points of concentration on the
China mainland is to invite a full-scale Asian
war in which American ground forces cer=-
tainly will be involved sooner rather than
later.

This was Ridgway’s viewpoint last Septem-
ber when Radford and Gen. Nathan Twining,
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, Were urging
attacks by American bombers on mainland
alr bases. At that time the President sided
with Ridgway, holding in the National Se-
curity Counecil that the risk of war involved
was too great.

The Senators who heard the Joint Chiefs
on the President’s resolution felt that Rad-
ford had finally had his way. In Radford's
interpretation the military commanders in
the Formosa Straits will have authority to
determine what islands are vital to the de-
fense of Formosa. Before the committee
Ridgway was a lonely figure. Adm. Robert B.
Carney, Chief of Naval Operations, sided
with Twining and Radford.

Those Senators who fear an incident, or a
series of incidents, that will mean all-out
war in Asia have a sense of helplessness be-
fore the present situation. They are asking
questions for which there seem to be no defi-
nite answers. If, for example, there are
American casualties as a result of American
efforts to help the Nationalist Chinese evac-
uate the Tachen Islands, will American com-
manders then have the authority to bomb
Chinese airbases and naval centers? And
will such bombings not precipitate the kind
of war that the Presldent sald so earnestly in
his message he wishes to ayoid?

That, in the view of the doubters, is one of
the weaknesses of the President’s message.
It leaves so many undefined areas. And de-
termined men, who know what they want in
relation to China policy, can move into those
areas and take over.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, in line with my action of yester-
day, I wish to state that I have before
me some editorials and articles taken
from this morning's newspapers which
have a direct bearing on the very im-
portant joint resolution now pending
before the Senate. Therefore, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the body of the REecorp, in
connection with the pending debate, the
following articles:

First, an article entitled “Senator
GEORGE'S Speech Hailed as Thrilling
Show of Spirit,” written by David Law-
rence and published in today's issue of
the New York Herald Tribune.

Second, an editorial entitled “For-
mosa ‘Redeployment’,” which was pub-
lished in today’s issue of the New York
Times.

Third, portions of an article entitled
“The ‘Old Man’ Lays It on the Line,”
written by Arthur Krock and published
in today’s issue of the New York Times.
The title of the article is a very friendly
reference to the distinguished President
pro tempore of the Senate [Mr. GEORGE],
and I wish to have these portions pub-
lished in the REecorp, in connection with
the pending debate.

Finally, Mr. President, let me state
there appears in today’s issue of the New
York Times the text of an important
speech by Gen. Douglas MacArthur, de-
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livered in Los Angeles, Calif., before the
Los Angeles County Council of the
American Legion, on the occasion of the
dedication of a monument to General
MacArthur in MacArthur Park. I con-
sider the speech to be an important con-
tribution to the pending discussion of
our world affairs.

I ask unanimous consent to have all
these matters printed at this point in
the body of the REcorb.

There being no objection, the articles,
editorials, and speech were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

|From the New York Herald Tribune of
January 28, 1955]

Topay 1N WASHINGTON—SENATOR GEORGE'S
SPEECH HAILED As THRILLING SHOW OF
SpiriT

(By David Lawrence)

WasHINGTON, January 27.—Seldom in the
history of the United States Senate has
there been an address of statesmanship
comparable to that delivered by Senator
‘WaLTER GEORGE, of Georgia, Democrat, chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Committee, as
he upheld President Eisenhower's request
for unrestricted authority to use the Armed
Forces to defend Formosa and the Ameri-
can defense line in the Far East.

In contrast to the petty quibbles of some
of his colleagues and the narrow interpre-
tations which they interjected to hamstring
the American Armed Forces if they should
be attacked from the small islands off the
coast of China, the Georgia Senator made
clear in his speech that this is not the
time to give the enemy a privileged sanctu-
ary of retreat, as was the case in Korea.

THRILLING EXHIBITION

Such Americanism is a thrilling exhibition
of the spirit that has governed the Nation
in all its past crises. It was especially
stimulating to hear this doctrine from the
lips of this Senator—a veteran in experience
in foreign affairs—as he cast aside all par-
tisanship and focused on the central issue.

For, instead of leading to a “preventive
war"—which is the smokescreen ralsed
against all proper defense measures when-
ever it suits critics to use that term to
break down American firmness—Senator
George showed how the American policy
could deter the aggressor, prevent a big
war from happening, and insure peace.

“I ask each man here,” declared Senator
Georce, "“if the Congress of the United
States 1s willing to withhold its moral sup-
port from the President of the United States
under these circumstances, what is your
alternative? I ask each man what is his
alternative?"”

This was a challenging point addressed
to the restrictions—those who would, in
eflect, notify the enemy that American ships
could be fired on and that the American
Congress was unwilling to vote the author-
ity to fire back.

Senator GEORGE's most telling point—and
one that was persuasively presented, too,
by Senator EKNowwranp, Republican leader,
in the previous day's debate—is that nobody
knows from what point Formosa might be
attacked and that it is imperative to notify
the Red Chinese there would be unrestricted
retaliation.

The effectiveness of the resolution is that
it tells the whole world America not only
will defend Formosa but will not hesitate
to bomb the approaches within a radius of
several hundred miles if such a step be-
comes necessary to protect American ships
and military installations.

The same old cry—which has been heard
again and again in instances of appease-
ment or in episodes in which there has been
a fateful hesitation—has been repeated this
week In the Senate. It is that the passage
of the resolution might bring on war. Risks
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are always present in the evolution of inter-
national policy, but an unwillingness to
make a clear statement of what counter-
force will be brought to bear against an
attacking force can only lead, as it has
many times before, to an outbreak of a
major war. The London Daily Mail in an
editorial says that such a clear warning
as President Eisenhower can give by means
of the joint resolution might—if issued be-
fore 1914 and 1939—have prevented two
world wars.

More and more Members of the Senate
have begun to see the joint resolution not
as a narrow legalistic instrument of in-
ternational policy but as a pronouncement
on a moral issue—to make the aggressors
respect the neutrality of Formosa. For For-
mosa today has not been given to the regime
on the mainland because it has violated
international obligations, including a fla-
grant act of aggression in Korea.

The Chiang Kai-shek Government is still
the recognized Government of China so
far as the United States is concerned. Under
international law, any request for military
help from a recognized government is granted
in accord with tradition and custom.

REQUIREMENTS MET

So the resolution now before Congress
meets all the requirements of international
law and at the same time confirms the right
of the United States to protect its military
position in the Far East. Some people in
the Senate have forgotten that it was from
Formosa that the Japanese planes launched
their attack which caused our defeat in
the Philippines in 1942, Had America been
able to dominate the air a few hundred
miles around Formosa, the surrender at Ba-
taan would never have occurred.

The President has wisely assured Congress
that he alone, as Commander in Chief, will
make the decision as to when measures of
retaliation against an attacking force will
be ordered. For it will be within his power
to order American forces to repel attack and
also to go as far out as necessary in pursuit
of enemy planes. Had the United States
forces been given that right, they would
have won a victory in Korea.

[From the New York Times of January 28,
1955]

FormMosSA “REDEPLOYMENT”

In the discussion of Formosa policy the
“redeployment” of Chinese Nationalist
forces, to which reference has been repeat-
edly made, means at this stage the evacua-
tion of the Tachen Island group. As
matters stand, the Chinese Nationalist Gov-
ernment has apparently given its consent to
such a move and naval and air forces of the
United States are in position to make it
possible.

This seems on the whole to be a wise deci-
sion on both sides. The Tachen group is the
least important and least defensible of the
offshore islands that are held by the Chinese
Nationalists. It is more than 200 miles from
Formosa. It is less than 15 miles from the
Chinese mainland. It is in a peculiarly ex-
posed position because it lies within close
striking distance of two important Chinese
Communist airbases in Chekiang Province.
It is now established that the Communists
have had air control over the islands for some
time, in spite of the fact that the Nationalists
are still ralding against the recently captured
island of Yikiang.

The Nationalist garrison on the Tachens,
unlike that on Yikiang, which was a “guer-
rilla” group, Is a regular division of the
Chinese Nationalist Army, well trained and
American-equipped. If the Communists de-
cide that their losses in taking the Tachens
by military action are worth the gain, such a
garrison can be wiped out. It may be wiser
to save it for another day.

This situation is not new. The offshore
island positions have always been vulner-
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able. How wise it was to hold them, from
the beginning, is still an open gquestion. An
early Communist attempt to overrun one of
them, Quemoy, was beaten off early in the
contest with heavy losses, but that situation
could not continue indefinitely. These po-
sitions were and are at best far from invin-
cible redoubts, close to the enemy. They are
valuable as information posts and as part of a
warning network. They are not part.of a
line that requires defenke at all ‘costs.

Naturally, the Chinese Nationalists have
been reluctant to make any sort of with-
drawal move. From 19490 to 1954 they held
these outposts without Communist chal-
lenge. Their retreat had ended. There was
no major loss after that of Hainan. It was
good for Nationalist morale to be aware of
this fact and to know that there were still
close offshore positions that the Communists
did not choose to attack.

Positions other than that in the Tachens
have also had great value in restricting ship-
ping into Amoy and Foochow. Those posi-
tions are still held and they are a factor in
the pressure that is being brought to bear on
the Pelping regime through economic chan-
nels. This does not apply, however, to the
Tachen group, whose value was almost en-
tirely that of a forward information post.

That the United States should take naval
and air action to cover a retirement from the
Tachens is certainly not belligerent or ag-
gressive. It is an action closely linked to
the ultimate defense of Formosa and the
Pescadores, to which we are pledged, since it
involves the preservation of a defense force
which can be used elsewhere.

Moreover, while Talpel has strongly pro-
tested against any linking of this redeploy-
ment to the suggestion of a cease-fire, it
should be obvious that the United States is
committed to confining, rather than enlarg-
ing, any possible hostilities in the Formosa
Strait. If the Communists choose to fry to
interfere with any withdrawal move there
will probably be shooting, but it will be of
their making, not ours. And such shooting,
certainly, is not risking “global war.”

Another problem arises in connection with
any withdrawal on which nothing definitive
has thus far been said. In addition to the
military garrison on the Tachens there is a
small civilian population. It is probable that
most of these civilians would prefer to get
to Formosa rather than to take a chance on
their fate at the hands of Communist
“liberators’ of the islands. One contingent,
in which children seem to have been in the
majority, has been taken off and landed in
Taipei. There is, however, no policy as yet in
regard to the population as a whole. This,
surely, is a matter that can and should be
clarified both there and here.

The loss of the Tachens, in the long run,
will be less serious than their continued pres-
ence as a point at which trouble could and
undoubtedly would arise. In this gense theit
value is less than their handicap. Rede-
ployment can make Formosa stronger. It
can also lessen the chances of an explosion.
In aiding this move we work for peace.

[From the New York Times of January
28, 1955]
In THE NaTioN—THE ‘Orp MAN' Lays IT o
THE LINE
(By Arthur EKrock)
WasHINGTON, January 27.—The chairman
of the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, whose affectionate and reverent soubri-
quet is “the old man,” went at once to the
heart of the issue today when he opened the
formal Senate debate on the Formosa-Pesca-
dores resolution. "I ask each man,"” he cried,
“what is his alternative?” And with that
question Senator GeorcE, of Georgia, also
put on the defensive his colleagues who were
attacking the resolution and. seeking either
substantially to amend it or write a sub-
stitute.
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Shall Congress tell the President, before
the world, that whatever the Chinese Reds
may do in the meantime he must immobilize
the 7th Fleet and the Air Force until the
United Nations has negotiated a cease-fire in
the Formosa Strait or reported its inability
to arrange it? Shall Congress tell the Presi-
dent, before the world, that it can approve a
defense of Formosa and the Pescadores only

*with the proviso that in no circumstances

shall he order the United States commanders
to adjust the strategy of that defense to
developments? Shall Congress, by adopting
either position, thus notify the Chinese Reds
in advance that if the President finds it
essential to give such orders the other policy-
activating arm of the American Government
is alined with them in opposition and
protest?

These questions are implicit in Senator
GEORGE's inquiry. And, because they are,
a large majority of his Senate colleagues are
certain to answer them in the negative, Even
though those who would substantially amend
or supplant the resclution deny that the
questions arise logically from their positions,
and regardless of the skill with which their
denials are expounded, the above are the
only alternatives save one that can serve as
answers to GEoRGE's inquiry. And that ex-
ception—to abandon Formosa and the Pesca-
dores to an attack by the Chinese Reds—is
advocated by no Member of Congress.

THE PRESIDENT'S PLEDGE

Before Georce spoke the President dealt
squarely with an issue raised by sincere
congressional critics of the resolution that
has troubled many others outside the Capitol
who are equally sincere in raising it. This
issue is that approval of the resolution by
Congress means approval of that preventive
war which they see as the possible conse-
quence of the President's Far Eastern policy.
General Eisenhower’s statement was that, if
the military protection of Formosa and the
Pescadores is to expand beyond immediate
seli-defense or direct defense of the islands,
he alone as Commander in Chief will make
that decision and give that order—not Chiang
Kai-shek or any American military com-
mander. He is irrevocably pledged against
preventive war, and to support this concept
of the effects of approving the resolution the
critics now must either dispute his honor or
challenge his military capacity to know what
is preventive war and what is not.

Senator MorsE yesterday anticipated Sen-
ator GEorcE's inquiry by advocating what he
sald was an alternative to the resolution.
“I know,"” he sald, “one of the arguments or
rationalizations being used * * * in justi-
fying following the course of action to which
this resolution may lead is that we have to
run the calculated risks of war. In answer
* * = ] plead with my Government and with
my people also to show a sufficient deter-
mination to run the calculated risks of peace.
[These] mean, in my opinion, that we must
face the calculated risk of the Red Chinese
massing forces in China without striking
them unless they actually commit an act of
war." !

WHAT IS “AN ACT OF WAR"?

But the classification of this as an alter-
nate is itself open to two questions. What
will be an act of war in the unforeseeable
circumstances? And has the President ever
advocated that the United States, alone,
strike the Chinese Reds until and unless they
commit one? A massing of Red forces on
the mainland shore opposite Formosa must,
in the light of repeated announcements by
Peiping, be evaulated as antecedent to obvi-
ous attack on the island. But until and
unless the purpose is essentially furthered by
assaults on the direct approaches to Formosa,
the clear indication is that the President
would not define it per se as an act of war.

As Senator GEORGE pointed out today, there
is no commonsense, of military sense, or any
sense at all in giving advance specifications
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to a hostile government of exactly where, and
on what manifestations, the line of defense
will be drawn against its aggression. Con-
sequently the President will not give them.
And if this were not commended by every
sensible consideration, the grievous history
of the public limitations placed on the United
Nations forces in Korea would alone be suf-
ficient to commend it. Should the absence
of such specifications make it more difficult
for Peiping to make plans, and it will, so
much the better for our side.

[From the New York Times of January 28,
1955]

TexT oF GENERAL MAcARTHUR'S TALK 1IN Los
ANGELES

Your excellency, your honor, Judge Pfaff,
Commander Goshaw, and all those present
tonight in this distinguished assemblage,
seldom in history has living man been hon-
ored as this famous community of Los An-
geles has honored me today. You have
etched in my heart an unforgettable mem-
ory of patriotic fervor and national devotion.
You have aroused an indelible emotion of
gratitude that I am unable to express ade-
quately in words. Yet, the reality of life
enables me to apply an appraising perspec-
tive; to understand that your action springs
not so much from a desire to memorialize a
personality as to proclaim a people's adher-
ence to ideals long ago fabricated into the
warp and woof of what is called the Ameri-
can way of life. That you have chosen me
to symbolize this rich heritage of prineciples
is an honor which makes me feel far greater
than any just merit; that my name should
stand for the millions of unnamed others
whose faith and courage built the immortal
way from which was fashioned the true
greatness of our country creates within me
a feeling of humility far in excess of all
‘possible pride. It makes me revere the stars
in our flag far more than any stars on my
shoulders.

I am so grateful to all who have wished
me birthday greetings. I know such expres-
sions of good will would have brightened
the eyes of that gentle Virginia lady, my
mother, on this her day. Thank you—thank
you in her name again and again—and, as
*“‘old soldiers never die,” I promise to keep on
living as though I expected to live forever.
That famous barrack-room ballad apparently
counts on us, those old soldiers who have es-
caped the carnage of the battlefield, to find
the fountain of youth. And, indeed, we
might if we only understood what the poet
sald, that youth is not entirely a time of
life—it is a state of mind. It is not wholly
a matter of ripe cheeks, red lips or supple
knees. It is a temper of the will, a quality
of the imagination, a vigor of the emotions,
a freshness of the deep springs of life. It
means a temperamental predominance of
courage over timidity, of an appetite for ad-
venture over love of ease. Nobody grows old
by merely living a number of years. People
grow old only by deserting their ideals.
Years may wrinkle the skin, but to give up
interest wrinkles the soul. Worry, doubt,
self-distrust, fear and despair—these are the
long, long years that bow the head and turn
the growing spirit back to dust. Whatever
your years, there is in every being's heart
the love of wonder, the undaunted challenge
of events, the unfailing childlike appetite
for what next, and the joy and the game
of life. You are as young as your faith, as
old as your doubt; as young as your self-
confidence, as old as your fear; as young as
your hope, as old as your despair. In the
central place of every heart there is a re-
cording chamber; so long as it receives mes-
sages of beauty, hope, cheer and courage, so
long are you young. When the wires are all
down and your heart is covered with the
snows of pessimism and the ice of cynicism,
then, and then only are you grown old—and
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then, Indeed, as the ballad says, you just
fade away.
TRACES WAR'S HISTORY

Many in this brilllant audience were my
comrades-in-arms in the days of used-to-be.
They have known war in all its horror and,
as veterans, hope against its recurrence.
How, we ask ourselves, did such an institu-
tion become so integrated with man’s life
and civilization? How has it grown to be
the most vital factor in our existence? It
started in a modest enough way as a sort of
gladiatorial method of settling disputes be-
tween conflicting tribes. One of the oldest
and most classical examples is the biblical
story of David and Goliath. Each of the two
contesting groups selected its champion.
They fought and based upon the outcome an
agreement resulted. Then, as time went on,
small professional groups known as armies
replaced the individual champlions. And
these groups fought in some obscure corner
of the world and victory or defeat was ac-
cepted as the basis of an ensuing peace.. And
from then on, down through the ages, the
constant record is an increase in the char-
acter and strength of the forces with the rate
of increase always accelerating, From a
small percentage of the populace it finally
engulfed all. It is now the nation in arms.

Within the span of my own life I have wit-
nessed this evolution. At the turn of the
century, when I entered the Army, the target
was one enemy casualty at the end of a rifle
or bayonet or sword. Then came the machine
gun designed to kill by the dozen. After
that, the heavy artillery raining death upon
the hundreds. Then the aerial bomb to
strike by the thousands—followed by the
atom explosion to reach the hundreds of
thousands. Now, electronics and other proc-
esses of sclence have raised the destructive
potential to encompass millions, And with
restless hands we work feverishly in dark
laboratories to find the means to destroy all
at one blow.

CITES WAR'S BURDEN

But, this very triumph of sclentific an-
nihilation—this very success of invention—
has destroyed the possibility of war being a
medium of practical settlement of interna-
tional differences. The enormous destruc-
tion to both sides of closely matched oppo-
nents makes it impossible for the winner to
translate it into anything but his own dis-
aster,

The Second World War, even with its now
antiquated armaments, clearly demonstrated
that the victor had to bear in large part the
very injuries inflicted on his foe. Our own
country spent billions of dollars and untold
energies to heal the wounds of Germany and
Japan. War has become a Frankenstein to
destroy both sides. No longer is it the weapon
of adventure whereby a shortcut to inter-
national power and wealth—a place in the
sun—can be gained. If you lose, you are
annihilated. If you win, you stand only to
lose. No longer does it possess the chance
of the winner of a duel—it contains rather
the germs of double suicide. Science has
clearly outmoded it as a feasible arbiter.
The great question is—does this mean that
war can now be outlawed from the world?
If so, it would mark the greatest advance in
civilization since the Sermon on the Mount.
It would lift at one stroke the darkest shadow
which has engulfed mankind from the begin-
ning. It would not only remove fear and
bring security—it would not only create new
moral and spiritual values—it would produce
an economic wave of prosperity that would
raise the world's standard of living beyond
anything ever dreamed of by man. The hun=-
dreds of billions of dollars now spent in
mutual preparedness could conceivably abol-
ish poverty from the face of the globe. It
would accomplish even more than this; it
would at one stroke reduce the international
tensions that seem so insurmountable now
to matters of more probable solution. For
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instance, the complex problems of German
rearmament, of preventive war, of satellite
dominance by major powers, of universal
military service, of unconscionable taxation,
of nuclear development for industry, of freer
exchange of goods and people, of foreign aid
and, indeed, of all issues involving the appli-
cation of armed force. It would have equally
potent political effects. It would reduce im-
measurably the power of leaders of Govern-
ment and thus render more precarious totali-
tarian or autocratic rule. The growing and
dangerous control by an individual over the
masses—the socialistic and paternal trends
resulting therefrom—Is largely by virtue of
his influence to induce war or to maintain
peace. Abolish this threat and the position
of chief magistrate falls into a more proper
civic perspective.

HOLDS WAR BAN POSSIBLE

You will say at once that although the
abolitlon of war has been the dream of man
for centuries every proposition to that end
has been promptly discarded as impossible
and fantastic. Every cyniec, every pessimist,
every adventurer, every swash-buckler in the
world has always disclaimed its feasibility.
But that was before the sclence of the past
decade made mass destruction a reality.
The argument then was that human char-
acter has never reached a theological de-
velopment which would permit the applica-
tion of pure idealism. In the last 2,000
years its rate of change has been deplorably
slow, compared to that of the arts and
sciences. But now the tremendous and pres-
ent evolution of nuclear and other potentials
of destruction has suddenly taken the prob-
lem away from its primary consideration as
a moral and spiritual question and brought it
abreast of scientific realism. It is no longer
an ethical equation to be pondered solely by
learned philosophers and ecclesiastics but a
hard core one for the decision of the masses
whose survival is the issue. This is as true
of the Soviet side of the world as of the
free side—as true behind the Iron Curtain as
in front of it. The ordinary people of the
world, whether free or slave, are all in agree-
ment on this solution; and this perhaps is
the only thing in the world they do agree
upon. But it is the most vital and deter-
minate of all. The leaders are the laggards.
The disease of power seems to confuse and
befuddle them. They have not even ap-
proached the basic problem, much less
evolved a working formula to implement this
public demand. They debate and turmoil
over a hundred issues—they bring us to the
verge of despair or raise our hopes to Utopian
heights over the corollary misunderstandings
that stem from the threat of war—but never
in the chancelleries of the world or the
halls of the United Nations is the real prob-
lemn raised. Never do they dare to state the
bald truth, that the next great advance in
the evolution of civilization cannot take
place until war is abolished. It may take
another cataclysm of destruction to prove
to them this simple truth. But, strange as
it may seem, it is known now by all com-
mon men. It is the one issue upon which
both sides can agree, for it is the one issue
upon which both sides will profit equally.
It is the one issue—and the only decisive
one—in which the interests of both are com-
pletely parallel. It is the one issue which, if
settled, might settle all others,

A MATTER OF PROFIT

Time has shown that agreements between
modern nations are generally no longer
honored as valid unless both profit there-
from. But both sides can be trusted when
both do profit. It becomes then no longer a
problem based upon relative integrity. It
is now no longer convincing to argue,
whether true or not, that we cannot trust
the other side—that one maverick can de-
stroy the herd. It would no longer be a mat-
ter depending upon trust—the self-interest
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of each nation outlawing war would keep it
true to itself. And there is no influence so
potent and powerful as self-interest. It
would not necessarily require international
inspection of relative armaments—the public
opinion of every part of the world would be
the great denominator which would insure
the issue—each nation would so profit that it
could not fail eventually to comply. This
would not, of course, mean the abandonment
of all armed forces but it would reduce them
to the simpler problems of internal order
and international police. It would not mean
utopia at one fell stroke, but it would mean
that the great roadblock now existing to de-
velopment of the human race would have
been cleared.

The present tensions with their threat of
national annihilation are kept alive by two
great illusions. The one, a complete belief
on the part of the Soviet world that the
capitalist countries are preparing to attack
them: that sooner or later we intend to strike.
And the other, a complete bellef on the part
of the capitalistic countries that the Soviets
are preparing to attack us; that sooner or
later they intend to strike. Both are wrong.
Each side, so far as the masses are concerned,
is equally desirous of peace, For either side
war with the other would mean nothing but
disaster. Both equally dread it. But the
constant acceleration of preparation may
well, without specific intent, ultimately pro-
duce a spontaneous combustion.

I am sure that every pundit in the world,
every cynic and hypocrite, every pald brain-
washer, every egotist, every troublemaker,
and many others of entirely different mold,
will tell you with mockery and ridicule that
this can be only a dream—that it is but the
vague imaginings of a visionary. But, as
David Lloyd George once said in Commons
at the crisis of the First World War, “We
must go on or we will go under.” And the
great criticlsm we can make of the world's
leaders is their lack of a plan which will en-
able us to go on. All they propose merely
gravitates around but dares not face the
real problem. They increase preparedness
by alllances, by distributing resources
throughout the world, by feverish activity in
developing new and deadlier weapons, by
applying conscription in times of peace—all
of which is instantly matched by the pros-
pective opponent. We are told that this in-
creases the chances of peace—which Iis
doubtful—and increases the chances of vic-
tory if war comes—which would be incon-
testable if the other side did not increase in
like proportion. Actually, the truth is that
the relative strengths of the two change little
with the years. Action by one is promptly
matched by reaction from the other,

LOOKS FOR A PURPOSE

We are told we must go on indefinitely as
at present—some say 50 years or more. With
what at the end? None say—there 18 no
definite objective. They but pass along to
those that follow the search for a final solu-~
tion. And, at the end, the problem will be
exactly the same as that which we face now.
Must we live for generations under the kill-
ing punishment of accelerating preparedness
without an announced final purpose or, as an
alternative, sulcidal war; and trifle in the
meanwhile with corollary and indetermi-
nate theses—such as limitation of armament,
restriction on the use of nuclear power, adop-
tion of new legal standards as propounded
at Nuremberg—all of which are but pallia-
tives and all of which in varying form have
been tried in the past with negligible results?
Dangerous doctrines, too, appear—doctrines
which might result in actual defeat; such
doctrines as a limited war, of enemy sanc-
tuary, of failure to protect our fighting men
when captured, of national subversive and
sabotage agencles, of a substitute for vie-
tory on the battlefield—all in the name of
peace, Peace, indeed, can be obtained at
least temporarily by any nation if it is pre-
pared to yleld its freedom principles. But
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peace at any price—peace with appease-
ment—peace which passes the dreadful final-
ity to future generations—is a peace of sham
and shame which can end only in war or
slavery.

I recall so vividly this problem when it
faced the Japanese in their new constitu-
tion. They are realists; and they are the
only ones that know by dread experience
the fearful effect of mass annihilation. They
realize in their limited geographical area,
caught up as a sort of no-man’s land between
two great ideologies, that to engage in an-
other war, whether on the winning or the
losing side, would spell the probable doom of
their race. And their wise old Prime Minis-
ter, Shidehara, came to me and urged that
to save themselves they should abolish war
as an international instrument. When I
agreed, he turned to me and sald, "“The world
will laugh and mock us as lmpractical vision-
aries, but a hundred years from now we will
be called prophets.”

Sooner or later the world, if it is to survive,
must reach this decision. The only question
is, When? Must we fight again before we
learn? When will some great figure in power
have sufficient imagination and moral cour=-
age to translate this universal wish, which
is rapidly becoming a universal necessity,
into actuality? We are in a new era, The old
methods and solutions no longer suffice. We
must have new thoughts, new ideas, new con-
cepts, just as did our venerated forefathers
when they faced a new world. We must
break out of the straitjacket of the past.
There must always be one to lead, and we
should be that one. We should now proclaim
our readiness to abolish war in concert with
the great powers of the world. The result
would be magical.

TURNS TO FAR EAST

This may sound somewhat academic in
view of the acuteness of the situation in the
Far East. Strategically, the problem there
has developed along classical lines—the fa-
miliar case of a concentrated enemy in a
central position deployed against scattered
allies. Red China, inherently weak in indus-
trial output for modern war but strong In
manpower, engaged on three fronts—EKorea,
Indochina, and in eivil war with Nationalist
China. Fighting on all three simultaneously
meant defeat, but individually the chances
were excellent. The hope for victory de-

‘pended on getting a cease-fire on some fronts

‘50 that the full potential of its limited mili-
tary might could be thrown against the re-
maining one or ones. That is what has hap-
pened and is happening. First was the cessa-
tion of the civil-war action by the isolation
in the Formosa area, which practically im-
mobilized Nationalist China, one of the allies.
Red China then concentrated against Korea
and Indochina. But even the double front
was too much for its stralned resources, so a
cease-fire was obtained in Korea. This immo-
bilized the so-called United Nations forces
and the South Koreans and left Red China
free to concentrate on the third front, Indo-
china and the French.

Successful there, the Reds now turn back
to the old first front located in Formosa. As
Napoleon Bonaparte once said: “Give me
allies as an enemy so that I can defeat them
one by one.”

Militarily the situation demonstrates the
inherent weakness of the theory of collective
security—the chain is no stronger than its
weakest link, and what is even more vital—
its full power can only be utilized when all
links are brought simultaneously into action.
The diverse interests of allies always tend
toward separation rather than unity.

Whatever betides the ultimate fate of the
Far East, and indeed of the world, will not
be settled by force of arms. We may all be
practically annihilated, but war can no
longer be an arbiter of survival.

I cannot close without once more thanking
this beautiful city of Los Angeles for its
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gracious hospitality. It has been an inspira-
tion to be here, where missions once stood as
lonely outposts in the advance of our Chris-
tian civilization, but where this great me-
tropolis now stands as a monument to Ameri-
can industry and adventure, a symbolic re-
minder of Californian strength and fortitude.
I hate to leave, but, as I once pledged under
very different circumstances, I shall return.

Mr. LEHMAN obtained the floor.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield to me for
the purpose of suggesting the absence
of a quorum, with the understanding
that he will not lose his right to the
floor?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield for that pur-
pose and with that understanding.

Mr. MORSE. I suggest the absence of
a guorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, at the
outset I should like to say, in order to
maintain the continuity of my argu-
ments, I shall not yield during the course
of my speech.

The decisions we are about to make
have a gravity which cannot and should
not be concealed from the American
people. 3

The administration desires on the one
hand a clear affirmation of congressional
support for a policy of calculated risk—
an affirmation designed, we are told, to
serve notice upon the Chinese Commu-
nists that they must not, at their peril,
engage in certain aggressive acts. On
the other hand, the administration de-
sires to avoid alarming the American
people and our allies in Europe and to
reassure them that the policy in question
is designed to prevent war, rather than
to bring it about.

This is a delicate and difficult under-
taking at best. I am not sure it has
been well done. For its success requires
the highest order of confidence by the
American people, and by our allies, in
the discretion, skill, and ingenuity of
those who today conduct our diplomatic
and military affairs. It requires of us
all that we have an implicit faith that
every one of these officials is passionately
attached to the quest for peace.

Each of us must search his own heart,
mind, and conscience to determine
whether both these conditions are fully
met today.

We are told that there is an urgent
necessity for the passage of this resolu-
tion. Yet at the same time the Presi-
dent told us that, in his opinion, he al-
ready has all the legal authority he needs
to perform the acts he proposes to per-
form under the terms of the pending
resolution.

If this is so—and I do not for a mo-
ment dispute his assertion without
knowing in complete detail what acts he
contemplates—why the rush, why the
haste to pass this resolution?

I have heard, Mr. President, assertions
by responsible spokesmen for the admin-
istration that this resolution is desired

The
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in order to make clear that the Congress
stands behind the President in the policy
we are pursuing in the Far East. But
it is not clear to me, Mr, President, what
that policy consists of.

If that policy consists of the determi-
nation to defend Formosa and the Pesca-
dores, I am wholeheartedly for it and I
am ready to vote for a resolution which
gives congressional sanction to that
policy.

But that policy includes other things—
things which are suggested and inferred
in the resolution and which are to be
understood only by reference to the re-
marks of the distinguished Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Georce]l and the distin-
guished Senafor from California [Mr.
KEwrxowranp] on the floor yesterday.

If the policy the Congress is asked to
support in this resolution is the policy
of defending the Quemoy Island group
and the Matsu Island group and the
Tachen Island group, right ¢ff the main-
land of China, I am not for that part of
the policy.

Senator ENowLanp said on the floor
yesterday that this is the policy of the
United States and that it has already
‘been arranged for United States air and
naval forces to assist Chiang Kai-shek
in deploying his forces in that area, and
that if our planes and ships were fired
on, we would undoubtedly fire back. I,
myself, with my vote, would not approve
activities by our Armed Forces which
would involve us in such a situation.

If the President sees fit, on the basis
of his own responsibility, to direct the
Armed Forces of the United States to en-
gage in such an operation, it is his re-
sponsibility, and what happens there-
after is his responsibility, although he
may later need to come to Congress to
justify its consequences.

But I am not going to support a con-
gressional sanction for these activities.
I repeat that I am glad to support a
congressional sanction for the defense
of Formosa and the Pescadores. That is
the furthest I want to go.

The language of the resolution itself
does not specify what further activities
the resolution is designed to authorize
beyond the defense of Formosa and the
Pescadores, but it does contain a blank-
check provision, to which I shall refer
in a moment.

Certainly I have not been told—and
the public has not been told, except by
Senator KnowrLanp—what the adminis-
tration contemplates under the terms of
the “blank check” it is proposed we
write.

It is for this reason, Mr. President,
that I want to study this resolution and
all the facts and statements concerning
this resolution at much greater length
and with much greater care than I have
thus far had an opportunity to do.

Mr. President, I am being asked as a
Member of the Senate, and as a rep-
resentative in this body of the 15 million
people of New York State, to cast my
vote for a proposal which is more impor{-
ant than any other proposition which
has come before this body in the 6 years
I have been a Member.

Surely a resolution so full of signifi-
cance for our country, so important to
every man, woman, and child in this
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country, could well be subjected to even
more careful scrutiny—line by line and
word by word—than has been possible.

I mean no disrespect to the Foreign
Relations and Armed Services Commit-
tees, which have, I know, studied this
resolution as diligently and intensively
as was possible under the administra-
tion’s persistent demands for haste.

I mean no disrespect to the distin-
guished chairmen of these two great
committees who, as I understand, gave
every opportunity, under the circum-
stances, for the questioning of the ad-
ministration spokesmen on this grave
matter.

But I, for one, Mr. President, think
that every sentence of this resolution
could well have been subjected to days
of inquiry, as to its meaning. I would
have liked to have heard, from official
sources, some explanation of what ap-
pear to me to be extraordinary contra-
dictions between, first, what is contained
in the resolution; second, what is ap-
parently being told our allies abroad
about the meaning of the resolution;
and, third, what is being told to jour-
nalists in this country for background
purposes.

Yesterday the great and distinguished
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, our eminent colleague, the senior
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]—
for whom no other Senator has higher
respect and regard than I have—argued
at great length about the necessity of
defending Formosa. I do not believe
there is a Member of this body—certainly
not I—who differs with Senator GEORGE
by one iota in this regard. I am strongly
in favor of a resolution, since the Presi-
dent has asked for it, that affirms con-

-gressional support for the defense of

Formosa and the Pescadores.

I am glad that President Eisenhower
was so deeply impressed with the ques-
tions which I and some of my colleagues
have raised that he saw fit to issue a
statement reassuring us that a preven-
tive war was not contemplated under the
terms of this resolution, that he would
not delegate to any other official the
blank-check authority contained in this
resolution, and that he alone would make
whatever decisions are to be made under
this authority.

Mr. President, I have great confidence
in the personal integrity and patriotism
of President Eisenhower. I appreciate
his recognition of the fears that some of
us have expressed and his desire to quiet
these fears. But he has quitted them
only in small measure.

He has not reassured me concerning
his intentions with regard to the Quemoy
group, and the Matsu group, and the
Tachen Island group. He has not indi-
cated to me any reason why the blank-
check language should be contained in
the resolution. Nor has he explained
why there should be no reference to the
United Nations in the resolution.

Mr. President, there are many aspects
to the pending issue—the issue posed by
this resolution, which, I, myself, for lack
of expert competence, would not under-
take to discuss.

For example, there is the problem of
the precedent it establishes involving
Congress in recponsibility for those

bility.
to the Congress, to the country—and to
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aspects of the conduct of military affairs
and foreign relations which the Consti-
tution entrusts to the President. As I
have said, I do not propose to enter into
that discussion. Others are better quali-
fied than I to debate this matter. How-
ever, I cannot help but remark that in
this aspect, this resolution seems to be
an attempt to satisfy those in the Con-
gress who feel that the Congress, and
not the President, should conduct our
foreign relations and participate in the
military decisions of the President as
commander in chief.

But, Mr. President, this aspect of the
pending matter, while undoubtedly im-
portant, does not, for the moment, con-
cern me so much as does the central
question: Does this resolution, in its pres-
ent form, contribute or detract from the
maintenance of peace, security, and free
world unity?

Mr. President, I would be false to my-
self if I did not say that this resolution,
in its present form, disturbs, troubles and
alarms me greatly.

Some of its language inspires grave
doubts—the phrase about the securing
and protection of such related positions
and territories of that area now in
friendly hands and the taking of such
other measures as he (the President)
judges to be required or appropriate.

Mr. President, what does that lan-
guage mean?

What is it, other than a blank check,
signed by the Congress, for such action
as the President or his military advisers
should decide to take—action that can
or may easily involve us in war.

Now, if the President feels that certain
action is necessary to defend the United
States and the interests of the United
States—action that is within his consti-
tutional powers—let him take that ac-
tion. That is his duty and his responsi-
It is then up to him to justify it

history.

But why should we in the Congress
authorize and sanction such unspecified
action in advance? Why should we
write and sign this blank check?

Are we justified in the discharge of our
duties and responsibilities as Senators, in
affixing our name and authority to this
sweeping grant of unchecked and un-
limited power?

Ours is the responsibility to authorize
specific action, and to authorize and to

‘appropriate funds for specific and gen-

eral activities and to judge, after the
fact, whether the President acted in ac-
cordance with his powers and responsi-
bilities. Surely our duty is not to sanc-
tion in advance unspecified acts which
are within the implicit powers and re-
sponsibilities of the President.

If this portion of the resolution pro-
poses to give the President powers which
he does not now have, I want to know
for what I am voting.

If this portion of the resolution merely
approves in advance actions which the
President already has the power to take,
I think it is not only unnecessary but
unwise.

And, Mr, President, I am further dis-
turbed by the reference in this resolu-
tion to the mutual-defense treaty be-
tween the United States and the Repub-
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lic of China, meaning Chiang Kai-shek.
This treaty has not yet been approved
by the Senate. It has, as yet, no force
and effect. I, myself, have strong reser-
vations about some aspects of that pro-
posed treaty. Yet here in this resolu-
tion, this unratified treaty is cited as
partial authority for the action proposed
to be taken under the terms of this reso-
lution.

Mr. President, I feel that this is wrong.
It is like making an appropriation for an
activity not yet authorized, regarding
which there is doubt and controversy.

Further, Mr. President, this resolution
is silent concerning the implementation
of that purpose which many of us have
urged and which the President has pub-
licly endorsed, namely, to ask the United
Nations to take jurisdiction and to direct
a cease-fire as between the Communists
and the forces of Chiang Kai-shek.

Mr. President, this resolution, in its
present form, authorizes and endorses
unilateral action in an area and in a sit-
uation which calls, above all, for united
action—for action by all peace-loving
nations, through the organization estab-
lished to advance the cause of peace and
security—the United Nations.

Whatever the difficulties in securing
United Nations action, such action is our
best and foremost hope. If the Congress
is to act in this matter at all, the Con-
gress surely should call for the interven-
tion of the United Nations and ask that
the organization designed for just such
situations as this—where the peace and
security of the world is threatened—as-
sert the moral and physical authority of
mankind.

To do otherwise, for Congress to au-
thorize and endorse simply unilateral
action, is to turn our backs on the United
Nations and to serve notice that we have
lost faith in the United Nations. This
is, in my judement, a tragic error, one
of the worst committed by this resolu-
tion.

Mr. President, we are truly at the
crossroads. In one direction lies the
firming up of the possibilities of peace.
In the other, lies grave danger for the
cause of peace.

Not only can one false step—one rash
or reckless action—involve us in a war of
terrible magnitude; it can also, Mr. Pres-
ident, involve us in a war in which we
could be without allies—stripped, iso-
lated, and alone.

We must take the way that points
toward peace. In that direction lies the
best hope for uniting not only our coun-
try, but the entire free world.

We must frankly recognize that our
China policy has not had the support of
free mankind. We have been out of step
with most of the rest of the world. This
is not the time to dispute the absolute
rightness or wrongness of our policy. It
is surely not the time to try to force a
military test of that policy.

‘We can, however, now try to bring free
world support to a portion of that pol-
icy—the separation of Formosa and the
Pescadores from the China mainland,
and the maintenance of the security of
Formosa and the Pescadores against
Communist aggression.

But this cannot and will not, I fear, be
done by extending the mantle of our pro-
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tection to the very tidelands of the Chi-
nese mainland.

The Congress cannot and must not take
the position—actual or implicit—that
American blood will flow, if need be, for
the defense of Quemoy and Matsu, on the
very doorstep of China proper. Those
islands, from time immemorial, have
been part of China proper. There is no
juridical, legal, or historical basis for
separating, alienating, or neutralizing
those doorstep islands.

We have a legal and historical justifi-
cation for intervening in behalf of the
security of Formosa and the Pescadores
which we and our associated allies
wrested from Japan by force of arms,
and which had belonged to Japan for
half a century.

We have no such justification in the
case of Quemoy and Matsu. Nor will the
free world credit us with any such justi-
fication. We can, if we are unwise, save
a few islands and lose the friendship
and support of the entire free world.

Yesterday, Mr, President, in the Brit-
ish House of Commons, a sharp and
vigorous attack was directed against this
resolution and against our China policy
by the party of the opposition, the Labor
Party. This attack was led by the former
Prime Minister of Great Britain, the
Honorable Clement Attlee. Britain’s
Foreign Secretary, Sir Anthony Eden, in
answering that attack and in defending
the policy of the United States, said that
the question of Formosa and the question
of the offshore islands—Quemoy and
Matsu—are separate issues. Sir Anthony
Eden said, and I quote from the report of
his remarks as they appeared in the
press:

The offshore islands have always been
regarded, and are now regarded by us, as
part of China.

But the British Government, Anthony
Eden said, does not regard Formosa and
the Pescadores as part of Red China.
He said that his Government does not
consider America’s defense line to include
the offshore islands—presumably the
Tachens, Matsu, and the Quemoy group.
Anthony Eden interpreted the Presi-
dent’s message to the Congress to mean
that the United States would not en-
large its defensive obligations beyond
Formosa and the Pescadores.

I trust that this interpretation is cor-

‘rect. It does not, however, conform with

interpretations that are current in this
country.

The President’s message and the state-
ments by the Secretary of State, espe-
cially those delivered abroad, speak of
peace as the purpose of our power efforts,
and the purpose of this resolution. But
there is language in the measure, and
there is language in the resolution, which
is ambivalent and ambiguous. The
words of peace are intertwined with
words which suggest war.

We must clear out this malicious
underbrush from the resolution. We
must speak boldly, in this resolution, of
the United Nations, and of our active
desire to have the U, N. order a cease-
fire, and of our desire that the President
urge, in the U. N,, such an action.

‘We must refer to our responsibility,
under the terms of the treaty with
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Japan, to defend Formosa and the Pes-
cadores from ageression and attack, just
as we have a responsibility to defend the
mandated islands and Okinawa from ag-
gression and attack.

Such reference in this resolution, ex-
cluding the offshore islands from our
defense responsibility, would contribute
to peace, to security, and to unity with
our allies.

There is a clear implication, both in
the message and in the resolution—as
I read them—that we will regard any
attempt on the part of the Communists
to capture islands like Quemoy and
Matsu—only a few miles off the port
cities of China proper—as preparation
for an attack on Formosa.

The President’'s message even suggests
that we might take appropriate military
action against the concentration or de-
ployment of Communist forces on the
mainland in the event that our military
leaders should conclude that such con-
centrations are designed to facilitate an
attack upon Formosa.

I will not undertake to pose as a mili-
tary expert or strategist, yet it is clear
to me that as long as the 7th Fleet is in
the Formosa Strait—as long as we main-
tain forces in Formosa and as long as
Chiang Kai-shek maintains forces in a
state of readiness in Formosa—the Chi-
nese Communist Government can, with
some justification, refer to their forces
on the mainland as concentrations de-
signed to defend the mainland.

I recognize, too, Mr. President, that
Chinese Communist officials have been
issuing brash and provocative statements
about their intention of conquering For-
mosa. But Chiang Kai-shek has been
uttering equally provocative statements
about reconquering the Chinese main-
land, with the help of the United States,
of course. And both sides have been
engaging in nuisance raids.

This situation calls for a cease-fire
order to preserve the peace. It calls for
the releashing of Chiang Kai-shek and
the leashing of the Chinese Communists
by order and action of the United
Nations.

Our interest—the interest of the free
world and the interest of peace—clearly
lies in the direction of maintaining, at
this time, the separation of Formosa and
the Pescadores from China proper, and
the neutralization of Formosa and the
Pescadores, with an accompanying guar-
anty of their security and integrity. Our
efforts should be in the direction of ob-
taining U. N. support and sanction for
such a policy.

There have been foo many rumbles
from military and political circles with-
in the United States about the necessity
of a preventive war against the Chinese
Communists and the desirability of re-
turning Chiang Kai-shek to power on
the Chinese mainland by force of arms.
I do not suggest that the President of
the United States shares this view. I-
do not even suggest that this resolution
is intended to facilitate this purpose.

I do suggest, however, that there are
those in positions of influence in the ad-
ministration and in the country who
would not be averse to a series of events
leading in that direction.
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T suggest, Mr, President, that there is
language in this resolution which lends
aid and comfort to such a notion.

It may be the purpose as reported in
the press, to keep the Communists guess-
ing.

That is the prerogative, and perhaps
even the responsibility, of the President
within the limits of his constitutional
powers. But I do not see how Congress
can be asked to join in such a tactic at
the expense of keeping. the American
people and our allies abroad guessing as
to our purpose—whether for peace or
for war.

In the extraordinary situation many of
us in the Senate face today, being with-
out easy access to official sources of in-
formation, even as to the testimony of
our own Government officials before the
Foreign Relations and Armed Services
Committee, we must sometimes turn to
newspaper columnists for our informa-
tion. I am sure that many of us noted
the column written by Mr. Stewart Al-
sop, an unusually well-informed corre-
spondent, which appeared in the Wash-
‘ington Post and Times Herald of Janu-
ary 26. Mr. Alsop is frequently much
better informed about what goes on in-
side the Government than are we in the
Senate.

Mr. Alsop wrote that a definite decision
has been taken by the administration to
defend Quemoy and Matsu and, in pur-
suit of this purpose, to bomb the main=~
land of China. Senator KNOWLAND yes-
terday suggested almost as much.

If this is true, it would mean retalia-
tion and then all-out war with Red
China. If this should be the conse-
quence, I fear that this war would be
fought without substantial help from our
friends and allies in the free world. This
prospect is indeed terrifying.

Mr. President, I hope with all my heart
that the Kefauver substitute, of which
I am a cosponsor, will prevail, or that
the Humphrey amendments, of which I
am also a cosponsor, will be adopted.
But, Mr. President, if this resolution,
without changes, is enacted, I still would
pray that we may avoid war.

I would pray, Mr. President, that the
reported calculations of Admiral Rad-
ford are correct and that the Chinese
Communists will, if this resolution is
passed, refrain from attacking Quemoy
and Matsu. I would pray that the Chi-
nese Communists will indeed refrain
from any act that would result in war.
And woe unto all of us if Admiral Rad-
ford turns out to be wronz. But, Mr.
President, I am not ready to place in the
‘hands of this raw and savage regime—
the Red regime of China—the respon-
sibility for maintaining peace in the
world.

I am not for peace at any price. But
peace is precious, and peace has a price
that I would be willing to pay. That
price is prudence and patience, reason-

" ableness and restraint. That price we
can and must pay. Rashness and reck-
lessness are no substitutes for persist-
ence and courage. ;

We will strike no fire in the hearts of
mankind with a crusade to restore
Chiang Kai-shek to power in China. We
may secure the acceptance of the Chiang
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regime as the sovereign authority in
Formosa and the Pescadores. But the
legions of mankind will not rally to our
banners if our purpose is to promote not
peace, but Chiang Kai-shek, and if our
policy is dictated by a desire to serve
not the decent opinion of the leading
nations of the free world but the pres-
tige and power of the Chiang regime.

The distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr, Kerauver] has explained in
detail the purpose and provisions of our
substitute resolution which amends the
pending resolution in a way to quiet the
fears and to eliminate the defects I have
mentioned here today.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment in
the nature of a substitute, of which I
am, as I have said, a cosponsor, and a
detailed analysis thereof be printed at
this point in my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MansFIELD in the chair). Is there ob-
jection?

There being no objection, the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute and
the analysis thereof were ordered to be
Printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Whereas the primary purpose of the United
States in its relations with all other nations
is to develop and sustain a just and endur-
ing peace, and in conformity with that pur-
pose has undertaken as a member of the
United Nations to be ready to settle its
international disputes by peaceful means in
such a manner that international peace and
security and justice are not endangered; and

Whereas the treaty of peace between the
Allied Powers and Japan, signed September
8, 1951, under which Japan renounced all
right, title, and claim to Formosa and the
Pescadores, did not specify the ultimate dis-
position of such islands; and y

Whereas the United States has recognized
and assumed a responsibility for the peace
and security of Formosa and the Pescadores
pending definitive settlement of their future
status, and pending such settlement has
recognized the jurisdiction of the Republic
of China over these islands; and

Whereas in China or certain areas thereof
there is armed conflict between the Republie
of China and the Chinese Communists, and
the Chinese Communists are threatening to
extend that conflict and endanger interna-
tional peace by armed attacks on Formosa
and the Pescadores; and

Whereas the situation is one appropriate
for action by the United Nations for the
purpose of ending the present hostilities off
the coast of China and their threatened ex-
tension in the Formosan Straits which clear-
ly endanger International peace and threaten
seriously to dislocate the existing, if un-
stable, balance of moral, economic, political,
-and military power upon which the peace of
the Pacific depends; and

Whereas the United States would welcome
intervention by the United Nations to bring
about a cessation of hostilities off the coast
of China and in the Formosan Straits, and
it is5 in the interest of the United States and
of world peace to facilitate efforts toward
peaceful settlement, including a definitive
settlement of the future status of Formosa
and the Pescadores in accordance with the
principles of the United Nations Charter;
and

Whereas pending action by the United Na-
tions the United States has a responsibility
to protect and defend the peace and security
of Formosa and the Pescadores from armed
attack since the peace and security of these
islands are essential to the peace and security
of the United States and other nations with

vital Interests in the West Pacific: There-
fore be it
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Resolved, ete., That it is the sense of the
Congress—in light of the above-described
situation and so long as it continues, pend-
ing effective action by the United Nations to
maintain peace and security in the Formosan
Straits and the waters surrounding Formosa
and the Pescadores—the President has au-
thority to employ the Armed Forces of the
United States if and as he deems necessary
for the specific purpose of defending and
protecting Formosa and the Pescadores from
armed attack. Such authority would in-
clude the taking of such other measures con-~
sistent with international law and our ob-
ligations under the United Nations Charter
as he judges necessary or appropriate mili-
tarily in the defense of Formosa and the
Pescadores.

ANALYSIS OF THE KEFAUVER AMENDMENT IN
THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUIE

1. It avoids reference to the unratified
defense treaty and other language which
recognizes Formosa and the Pescadores as a
part of China,.

2. It avoids the assumption that the pres-
ent Communist attacks or threatened at-
tacks on the offshore islands are in aid and
preparation for armed attacks on Formosa.
This is not necessarily true. At least the
Congress is not in a position so to aver and
thereby to sanction in advance armed re-
taliation for any armed attack on the off-
shore islands. We must guard against be-
coming involved in a large-scale war, not in
defense of Formosa and the Pescadores but
in defense of the offshore islands.

8. It defines and explains United States
responsibility for the peace and security of
Formosa as a result of World War II and
describes a basis for action by the President
in fulfillment of that responsibility pending
U. N. action.

4. It makes clear that the purpose ol the
United States in committing itself to the
defense of Formosa and the Pescadores is to
keep these areas from being involved in the
Chinese civil war.

5. It makes clear that we welcome U. N.
intervention and respect our obligations un-
der the charter.

6. The revised language making clear the
preexisting responsibility of the United States
as a consequence of the war against Japan,
for the defense of Formosa and the Pesca-
dores, makes it possible for the Congress to
recognize and affirm the authority of the
President to act rather than to purport to
authorize the President to act in a field
which is the primary if not exclusive respon-
sibility of the Presldent.

7. Reference in the administration pro-
posal securing related positions and terri-
tories as necessary to the defense of Formosa
is unwise. This reference implies that the
‘'offshore islands are necessary to the defense
of Formosa. As already stated, this is not
necessarily true; to say so gravely increases
the risks of war. If it be true it is a mili-
tary judgment for which the President and
not the Congress must take the responsi-
bility. If the President decides that inter-
vention in case of attack against an offshore
island is necessary for the defense of For-
mosa, he can so declare and act accordingly.
The inclusion of specific language suggests
that the Congress thinks such intervention
may be necessary and, in light of the immi-
nent danger of war from such intervention,
Congress should not so suggest. Many things
may happen before Red China can prepare
an all-out attack against Formosa. But
hasty intervention to protect the offshore
islands may precipitate war much more
quickly than is generally realized, and when
we are ill-prepared psychologically as well
as militarily for it. Moreover, we may in
time again free world support for the de-
fense of Formosa but not for defense of the
offshore islands. Serving due notice that we
will defend Formosa may deter or at least
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postpone war, Serving due notice that we
will defend the offshore islands is more likely
to precipitate than to deter or long defer
war. If we are bluffing about the offshore
islands, we will lose much more face than
need be when our bluff is called, as it is
likely to be.

If war comes, not from the defense of
Formosa and the Pescadores, which can be
divorced from the Chinese eivil war, but from
the defense of the offshore islands like Que-
moy and Matsu, which cannot be divorced
from the Chinese civil war, we may be with-
out friends and allies in the free world. The
defense of the offshore islands necessarily
involving us in China’s civil war is in its
nature calculated to precipitate war with
China rather than to forestall armed attack
on Formosa. We cannot convince the world
that the Communist attacks on the offshore
islands are primarily designed in preparation
for armed attacks on Formosa. The offshore
islands are .In truth more necessary to the
defense of the mainland than they are to
the defense of Formosa. Quemoy and Matsu
are nearly as difficult to separate from the
mainland as Staten Island. They are as
close to the mainland as Alexandria is to the
14th Street Bridge in Washington.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr, President, I hope
that the proposed substitute resolution
will prevail. I think that it will accom-
plish all our national purposes—all the
clear, specified, and constructive pur-
poses expressed by President Eisenhower.

I hope that if the proposed substitute
does not prevail, the amendments pro-
posed by the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HuMPHREY], the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. Lowncl, and myself will
prevail. ;

This is the way to assure peace and
security in the Far East. We must seek
no other course.

Mr. HUMPHREY obteined the floor.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield to permit
me to make a very brief statement?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may yield
to the distinguished Senator from
Georgia without losing my right to the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and the senior
Senator from Georgia may proceed.

Mr, GEORGE. Mr. President, I have
no desire fo take the Senator from Min-
nesota off the floor, and my announce-
ment shall be brief. However, I think
it is an announcement that should now
be made.

First. It is hoped, and there is some
substantial ground to believe, that the
consummation of the resolution will have
a deterrent effect upon the Chinese Com-
munists, who are building up positions
of strength, from which they might be
more tempted to strike if the resolution
were still pending than if the resolution
were passed.

Second. The Republic of China is
holding military planning in suspense
until the United States position is made
clear by this resolution. That means
that the build-ups by the Chinese Com-
munists are not, while matters are thus
in suspense, being matched by corre-
sponding dispositions on the part of the
Republic of China.

But the important reason, Mr. Presi-
dent, and the one which I should like
especially to bring to the attention of
the Senate, is the fact that the debate

CI—59

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

on the question in the Securiy Council
of the United Nations is expected to start
on Monday at noon. An effort will be
made immediately to sponsor such a mo-
tion, according to my information, by
the representatives of New Zealand and
others; but the debate in the Security
Council of the United Nations is due to
start on Monday. It is therefore im-
portant that at the beginning of that
debate there should be a position of
strength, and not of vacillation, on the
part of the United States.

Mr. President, I have made my state-
ment largely as an announcement, I
thank the Senator from Minnesota for
yielding.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield me half a
minute so that I may comment on the
statement of the Senator from Georgia,
without the Senator from Minnesota los-
ing the right to the floor?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may yield
to the Senator from Oregon for that
purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
say I completely agree with the Senator
from Georgia that we should proceed to
close the debate on the resolution just
as rapidly as the speeches can be com-
pleted. I think the points which have
been brought out are so important that
the Senate should remain in session for
as many hours into the night as may be
necessary in order that a vote may be
taken on the resolution. I think it can
be done.

I am very happy to join with the Sena-
tor from Georgia in urging early action
on the resolution., Iam glad to say that,
Mr. President, because, for some unex-
plainable reason, there seems to be a
rumor abroad that the senior Senator
from Oregon seeks to prolong the debate
on this matter for such length of time
that it may take on the characteristic of
a filibuster. There is not a bit of truth
in that false charge made against the
senior Senator from Oregon. In fact, I
plan fo make only one more speech, and
a short one, on the resolution, by way of
summarizing my answer on two points
made yesterday in the speech of the
Senator from Georgia.

The first point was that the language
of the proposal of the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] is language of
limitation. Saying so does not make it
s50. As a matter of law, it is not, as I
shall show when I discuss the matter this
afternoon.

I also propose to answer the Senator
from Georgia with respect to an alterna-
tive, because there is an alternative, and
the provisions of the resolution do not
offer, in my judgment, the possibilities of
an alternative.

The third point I should like to make
is that the proposed language grants
power to the President of the United
States, no matter how strenuously the
Senator from Georgia may maintain to
the contrary, to make a strike against
the mainland of China, if he so decides
to do it before an act of war is committed
against the United States.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish first to state that as one Member of
the Senate it is my hope and desire that,
as has been suggested by the Senator
from Georgia and the Senator from Ore=-
gon, the debate on the joint resolution
will be brought to a conclusion as ex-
peditiously as possible, provided that the
Members of the Senate who have views
to express upon this all-important reso-
lution have an opportunity to express
them. I think this debate should come
to a conclusion with a resolution of the
points some of us have raised and we
should agree on language which would
signify to the world, to our friends and
enemies alike, as well as to those who
are not yet committed, the position of
our Government, not only the position
of our President but the position of the
legislative branch of the Government of
the United States.

We are faced with a momentous deci-
sion, as was described by one of the most
able and distinguished officials of the
Armed Forces of this Nation in the joint
meetings of the Committee on Foreign
Relations and the Committee on Armed
Services. I think it is fair to say that
the Congress of the United States has
seldom before, in the history of the Re-
public, been called upon to make a deci-
sion of such great importance as the one
it is about to make.

Of course, the Congress has previously
been called upon to declare war, or at
least to meet the open hostility of an
enemy, but that declaration has come
after the fact of an attack. I think it is
fair to say that we have never before
in our history experienced a comparable
situation to that which the people of the
United States and the people of the world
have faced in the postwar years.

We are confronted with a new form
or type of adversary, not the old type
represented by aristocratic and bourbon
systems, but a new type, an international
conspiracy, a world conspiracy, which
does not abide or live by the rules of
international law or of normal conduct
between nations. Therefore, it is under-
standable that we should be faced with
an entirely new legislative question, so
to speak, and that Congress should be
called upon to share in the responsibility
of decisions in a manner in which other
Congresses have not been called upon
to do.

I say to my colleagues these are dif-
ferent days, and we are confronted with
a different type of enemy. We are con-
fronted with a kind of treachery, con-
spiracy, aggression, diversion, infiltra-
tion, and the possibility of attack which
the people of no other age ever faced.
If we will think clearly in the beginning,
perhaps we shall better understand the
problem we have to face. To be sure,
it would be much easier for the Members
of Congress if the President alone were
to make these decisions. I might say
very candidly it is my opinion that the
President has the constitutional author-
ity to take whatever action is necessary
in the defense of the vital interests of
the United States; but, more imporant,
I believe the time has come, in view of
the world situation we face, when those
of us who are the elected representatives
of the people of our respective districts
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and States must share the burden of
responsibility, not merely of voting
money for defense, not merely of passing
laws for selective service, not merely of
proceeding in terms of overall discus-
sions in the light of so-called briefings
by our department heads, but actually of
getting down to the hard, arduous, and
difficult task of saying that we either
join in or reject a policy, which could
affect the life of this Nation for time
untold.

I wish to say here and now that I do
not shrink from doing my duty, and I do
not in any way feel constrained or com-
pelled to refrain from publicly expressing
my views on this matter. I would be
less than candid if I did not say that the
3 days at the beginning of this week—
Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday—
were among the most difficult ones of
my life, and I think they have been dif-
ficult days for every Member of the Sen-
ate and every Member of the House of
Representatives, particularly those who
sat in the hearings, where we listened to
the testimony of the Secretary of State
and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and the Chiefs of Staff of the re-
spective services, the Army, the Navy,
and the Air Force. I can say to those
who are within the range of my voice
today that I do not recall one smile or
one note of jest. It was serious busi-
ness—serious to the point of literally
making one tremble with the responsi-
bilities of the decision which had to be
made.

Now I wish to review very briefly the
overtones and the overall views which
were expressed in those committee hear-
ings. Every Member of the Senate
should read the record made there. It
is must reading. I honestly believe that
no Member of the Senate can really
feel secure in his decision without read-
ing that testimony. I think I am cor-
rect when I say that the testimony is
open and available to every Member of
the Senate. It would be well for every
Member of the Senate to read what the
Secretary of State, Mr. Dulles, had to
say in support of the joint resolution,
It is particularly important that Sena-
tors read what Admiral Radford had to
say; and it is equally important, if not
more important, that they read what
General Ridgway had to say.

One of the reasons why I advanced my
amendment in the committee, in an at-
tempt to restrict the joint resolution—
at least, by the intent of the amend-
ment—to the immediate and the direct
defense of Formosa and the Pescadores
Islands, which has been and was until
Sunday, last, the policy of the United
States, was the testimony of General
Ridgway. T suggested the amendment
because of what I heard, not because of
what I dreamed, and because of what I
believe to be the very difficult assign-
ments our forces would be called upon to
accept if we went further than the im-
mediate and direct defense of the island
of Formosa and the islands of the Pesca~
dores group.

On the committee there are those who
disagreed, obviously; but I do not think
the disagreement was as to whether the
so-called offshore islands of Quemoy and
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Matsu are points which are vital and es-
sential to the defense of Formosa and
the Pescadores. I think the disagree-
ment came just as a matter of what one
might call psychology, namely, whether
we should in any way, by joint resolu-
tion of Congress, implicitly or explicitly
restrict or restrain, by congressional en-
actment, the authority of the President
of the United States to use the Armed
Forces of the Nation as he deems neces-
sary.

My objection to the language of the
joint resolution is that by including the
words “the securing and protection of
such related positions and territories of
that area now in friendly hands and the
taking of such other measures as he
judges to be required or appropriate in
assuring the defense of Formosa and the
Pescadores,” we would perhaps be un-
dertaking an additional responsibility
which, in my opinion, as one member of
the committee and as one Member of the
Senate, is a commitment we should not
undertake and one which we might have
a very grave and difficult time fulfilling.
I point out that those words were not
merely “the protection of such related
positions”—in other words, not merely
to see to it that in case there was an at-
tack upon Quemoy Island, 6 or 7 miles
from the coastline of China, we would
send planes to help the Chinese Nation-
alist defenders. That is not what the
joint resolution says. It also says that we
shall secure that island—and here are
the words “for the specific purpose of
securing and protecting”—when Con-
gress directs “the securing and protec-
tion of such related positions and terri-
tories.”

So by those words Congress would per=
haps be directing, by an act of Congress,
and would perhaps be committing the
Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces of the Nation, as a matter of na=
tional policy—not as a matter of military
strategy—to use the forces of the United
States to secure the island of Quemoy
and the island of Matsu, as objectives
in themselves.

I say that is not a matter for legisla=
tive determination or joint resolution.
It may be entirely necessary for the Com-
mander in Chief or the officers in charge
in the theater of military operations to
use our ships or our planes, or both to
help in the defense of the island of Que-
moy. But to authorize, by joint resolu-
tion, the securing of such an island may
mean what was testified to in the Senate
committee, namely, the landing of Amer-
ican forces upon that island. I submit
that the burden of proof as to the essen-
tiality of that island for the defense of
Formosa rests upon those who ask for
this authority. I further submit there
is not before the Senate committee one
iota of evidence to show that Quemoy
and Matsu are essential for the defense
of Formosa. They are helpful, but they
are not essential.

What is the risk involved? It is sim-
ply the taking of American forces that
much closer to the area of the Chinese
mainland, with the possibility of entrap-
ment and the possibility of a military
debacle in a restricted area, and the pos-
sibility of furtherance of the war on the
Chinese mainland.
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I think the record should be clear
that I do not recall that any officer of
our Government or any officer of the
Armed Forces has suggested that it
would be desirable to have warfare on
the Chinese mainland. I want the
record clear on that point, so that no
Senator will presume that there were
those who testified before the two com-
mittees that it was, within their belief,
the pattern or the plan of the Govern-
ment of the United States to advance to
the mainland. I think it is clear that it
was not the plan. I think it is clear that
it was hoped that it would not be neces-
sary. And I think it is also ‘clear that
all parties realize the tremendous burden
which that would place upon this Na-
tion, and even the possibility of an
unsuccessful military activity.

Mr. President, what is the difference
between Formosa and the islands of
Quemoy and Matsu, for example? We
happen to have some allies in this great
world struggle. We have some allies
who have stood with us throughout the
years. One of those allies and, to my
mind, the best one we have, or, I should
say, one that is firm, strong, and com-
petent, is Great Britain. At times, we
have our problems with the British, on
matters of policy. But when the chips
are down, as the saying goes, the British
come through. Again and again they
have demonstrated their capacity for re-
sistance, their capacity for strength,
their diplomatic knowledge and strategy,
and their competence as world leaders.

Anthony Eden, when speaking in the
House of Parliament, had this to say:

Formosa in this whole century has never
been a part of China. The offshore islands
are regarded by us as part of China, and we
must be careful to draw a distinction be-
tween them and Formosa.

His statement, according to the wire
service, implied that Britain was not
challenging Red China’s claim to such
coastal islands as the Tachen and Matsu
chain, about 200 miles north of Formosa.

Eden said the first concern of the
British Government—

is to stop the fighting. We have therefore
continued to urge on all concerned the im-
portance of doing this and of preventing a
wider conflagration. * * * The British Gov=-
ernment are convinced that the object of the
United States administration has also been
to reduce the risks of any extension of the
fighting.

Mr. President, what I am trying to
point out, in further reference to Mr.
Eden's comment, is how he differentiates
between the Pescadores and the off-
shore-islands group.

Mr. Eden had this to say:

Eden stressed that the British Government
is in constant touch with the United States
on this problem. Referring to President
Elsenhower’'s request to the Congress to
authorize him to use United States forces
to defend Formosa and the Pescadores and
related localities, Eden said:

*“The British Commonwealth are convinced
that the object of the United States admin-
istration has been to reduce the risks of
extension of the fighting."

Then he goes on to point out that in
the eyes of the British Government the
offshore islands, particularly Quemoy
and the Tachen group, are considered
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to be a part of the Chinese mainland,
and that Formosa is considered to be
separate and distinct, and therefore not
involved in the so-called civil war.

I ask my colleagues to look at the map.
The island of Taiwan, or Formosa, as
has been related during the course of
this debate, was at one time a territory
of Japan. Prior to that it was a terri-
tory of China, with very loose control
over it. This island was ceded by Japan,
and claims to it were relinquished by
Japan following the Japanese Peace
Treaty.

To this very hour the legal position
of Formosa with respect to jurisdiction
has not been determined; but, so far as
Quemoy, the Matsu islands, and the so-
called northern chain of the Tachen
group are concerned, our best allies rec-
ognize them as being involved in the
Chinese civil war, as a part of the Chi-
nese mainland.

We may have a different point of view.
We may say that that is not true, that
they are not involved in the Chinese
civil war, that they are not a part of
the Chinese mainland. But I submit
that a nation which is our No. 1 ally
says that they are.

The fact of our evacuation of Chinese
Nationalists from the Tachen group
indicated for all practical purposes that
those islands are involved in the so-
called Chinese civil war, between the
Communist government on the mainland
and the Nationalist government on For-
mosa, and therefore are subject to sep-
arate treatment.

The junior Senator from Minnesota
believes, and has believed for a long time,
that we should confine our military op-
erations and defensive operations di-
rectly and immediately to the island of
Formosa and the so-called island group
of the Pescadores.

Yesterday I listened attentively to the
comments of the able and distinguished
senior Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Georcel. I wish to say for the REcorp
that I consider his speech historic. It
was delivered by a statesman who is sec-
ond to none in his devotion to his coun-
try and to the purposes of this Republic.
It was a clarifying speech, a speech
which I think will help us to preserve
the peace.

In that speech the Senator from
Georgia not only brought to our atten-
tion his own views as to the purposes
of the joint resolution—and those views
represent not merely his personal views,
but his views as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations—but he also
called attention to the statement which
was released at the White House by
President Eisenhower yesterday. I shall
not spend time on that statement, be-
cause it was discussed at length yester-
day, but in that statement from the
White House it was said:

The President made it clear that these
(United States) forces were designed purely
for defensive purposes and that any decision
to use United States forces other than in
immediate self-defense or in direct defense
of Formosa and the Pescadores would be a
decision which he would take and the re-
sponsibility for which he has not delegated.

Why did the President make that
statement? I will tell the Senate why.
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It was because of the hearings. The
President of the United States need not
have made any statement, if the resolu-
tion were crystal clear as to its purposes.
The President made that statement not
merely because of speeches on the floor
of the Senate, but because of the testi-
mony of his own Chiefs of Staff and the
interrogations in the joint hearings be-
fore the Committee on Armed Services
and the Committee on Foreign Relations,
The President wanted to make it clear
to the American people that Chiang Kai-
shek, our ally in Formosa, was not to be
the theater commander. He wanted to
make it clear that he, as President of
the United States, would take full re-
sponsibility not only for the political de-
cisions, but for the military decisions
which were to be made there,

I think it should be told to the Senate
and to the American people that there
was considerable discussion and consid-
erable concern as to just who would be
the leader, the commander, the man in
charge of all military and political de-
cisions which were necessary in the area
around Formosa and the Formosa Strait.
The President has now made it clear
that he does not delegate that authority.
The President has made it clear that
while we may go to the defense of For-
mosa, we do not intend to allow any
other person to direct the forces of the
United States, to call the strategy, or to
deploy the military forces of this country.

I think this is all to the President’s
credit. I think his statement should
serve to quiet a number of the fears of
Members of the Senate and the publie.
I am convinced that a large group of the
American public justifiably believes that
the one aim and ambition of the Na-
tionalist Government on Formosa has
been—and it has been so stated—the re-
taking of the mainland of China. Ithink
everyone should know that no reason-
ably competent military officer of this
Government has testified otherwise than
that to retake the mainland of China
would require American forces.

Let the record be clear. The time for
plain talk has arrived. For the past 6
or 7 years we have been hearing the story
of the ability and capacity of the Gen-
eralissimo on Formosa to retake the
mainland. That story is a myth, pure
and simple. There is no more possibility
of that happening without American aid
than there is of flying to the moon this
afternoon. For far too long a time we
have been led by some propagandists
in this country to believe in the myth of
the military, political, and economic ca-
pacity of the forces upon Formosa to
retake the mainland. I regret to say
that too many policies have been based
upon that illusion. If the mainland is
ever to be retaken, it will be retaken with
American power, American manhood,
American blood, American money, and
American armament. The President is
assuring the Congress, by his decisions,
that no one is to lead us into that trap.

I respectfully submit that I appreciate
that assurance. I respectfully submit
that such assurance is long overdue.
Let the record be clear. While I did not
vote in committee as did the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the record is
there for all to see. He justifiably
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pointed out that under the terms of the
Jjoint resolution it would be possible,
within the legal framework of the joint
resolution, to strike at the mainland,
There can be no doubt about that.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. The power is still there,
notwithstanding the White House re-
lease of yesterday, is it not?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is
correct.

I do not seek fo join issue with the
Senator from Oregon. I respect his
judgment. I think he knows that it is
basically my intention to support the
joint resolution. I would appreciate the
opportunity to have the language clari-
fied so that it would be specific and pre-
cise. I shall vote for the Kefauver sub-
stitute because I think it is more desir-
able; but in the final analysis I shall ex-
plain my reason for ultimate support of
the resolution,

So far as the joint resolution is con-
cerned, we are finally driven to the point
of having to place faith and confidence
somewhere. In the area of emergency
foreign policy, in the area of emergency
defense and security, ultimately, regard-
less of whether we agree with the Presi-
dent or not, he is the final source of de-
cision and authority.

We must put our trust and confidence
somewhere. I grant, when the President
comes to Congress with a resolution and
asks not only for our consent but for
our advice also, we are thoroughly
within our rights, once that request has
been made of Congress, to do with the
resolution whatever we wish to do with
it, in line with the security interests of
the United States.

What I have said goes back to a state=
ment which was made by the distin-
guished senior Senator from Maine [Mrs.
SmitTH] on the floor of the Senate on
Wednesday of this week. I shall notread
the statement in full, or even quote from
it extensively. It is found in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD of Wednesday, Jan-
uary 26.

In that statement the senior Senator
from Maine made it quite clear that
what had actually happened was that
the President had sent to Congress a
resolution as a statement of policy and,
as the Senator from Maine put it, we
had no choice in the matter.

Some discussion followed the remarks
of the Senator from Maine as to the
difference between the pending resolu-
tion and a treaty. In a treaty the Sen-
ate is asked to give its advice and con-
sent after the negotiations leading to the
treaty have been concluded. It is a
request after the fact. In this instance
an effort was made to indicate that we
were asked to give our consent before
the fact. I regret to say that in this
respect the resolution is almost iden=
tically the same as a treaty. However,
in a treaty we have a right to add reser-
vations. In a treaty we have a right to
call upon our Government to add cer-
tain protocols and certain restrictions,
as the Secretary of State did recently
in connection with the new Formosa
treaty, by an exchange of letters between
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him and the Foreign Office of the Chi-
nese Nationalist Republic.

To be told in this instance that we
cannot in any way modify the resolu-
tion, to say that in this instance we can-
not even so much as tinker with one
word in the resolution, is to deny Con-
gress anything but the right to be a com-
plete rubber stamp. It is not a matter
of advice and consent, but merely a mat-
ter of consent. I submit that under
the constitutional processes of our Gov-
ernment that is an erroneous position
to take. In the Constitution itself we
find the words ‘“‘advice and consent” not
merely the word “consent.”

Regretfully I say—and I say it with all
respect—what happened was that once
the decision had been reached to send
the resolution to Congress, the resolution
was not sent up in a cloak of anonymity
or secrecy for general discussion, but
was sent to Congress in the final words.

The resolution was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Armed Services. What is
even more important, however, is that it
was announced to the world as a public
policy on the part of the Government of
the United States by the President and
the Secretary of State.

In that sense, the senior Senator from

Maine [Mrs. SmiTH] was correct in say-
ing that once the President has an-
nounced the policy to the world, in his
capacity as Commander in Chief and
principal spokesman of this Nation in
foreign affairs, it becomes exceedingly
difficult to modify the resolution or in
any way to change it.
~ The President’s statement of yester-
day should have told us what he was
really asking for in the resolution, name-
ly, the immediate and direct defense of
Formosa and the Pescadores. If that is
what is wanted, it is available under an
amendment which is at the desk. My
amendment is designed to clarify his
intent.

I know of no Senator who desires to do
less than to provide an all-out defense
for Formosa and the Pescadores. I hope
the record will be manifestly clear to
every person throughout the country and
the world that I know of not one soul I
have talked to in Congress who does not
feel that we should commit this Nation,
as it has been committed since 1950, and
even before then, to the defense of For=-
mosa and the Pescadores.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point for a ques-
tion?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. MORSE. Does not the Senator
from Minnesota agree with me that even
those of us who have been asking for
modification in the resolution, because
we believe its language is too broad, have
made clear time and time again in the
debate that we are in favor of the com-
plete defense of Formosa and the Pes-
cadores, but that we simply do not go
along with a program which might in-
volve us in the defense of the Quemoy
and Matsu Islands and in that way risk
the loss of American life in the defense

of the MNationalist Chinese on those
islands?
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Mr. HUMPHREY. It is the view of
the Senator from Minnesota that the
language in the resolution pertaining to
“such related positions and territories of
that area now in friendly hands” possibly
commits Congress to a position which
goes far beyond the defense of Formosa
and the Pescadores.

I wish to be as honest as it is humanly
possible to be, and I now say that the
President of the United States, under
his powers as Commander in Chief, if
he thought the vital interest of the mili-
tary personnel of this Government on the
island of Quemoy, for example, required
the use of airpower in a sortie or attack,
I suppose he could use it. However, I
say that when we have before us a reso-
lution in which Congress stipulates, or
states, that these other areas, or pieces
of real estate, so to speak, are to be se-
cured—which means holding them, of
course—we are asked to go further than
protecting Formosa and the Pescadores,
which is the defined policy of this coun-

try.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. A few minutes ago
the Senator from Minnesota stated some
of the differences between this resolu-
tion and a treaty. He certainly did not
mean that what he said was a complete
list of the differences, did he?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh, no; I just got
started.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator fur-
ther stated that in his opinion the Presi-
dent, as Commander in Chief of our
Armed Forces, could order sorties or
forays, or whatever we may wish to call
them, or could send our planes to attack
concentrations aimed at those other
islands in order to defend them, and
could do what he thought was necessary
in order to defend Formosa. Is that
correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.
That is my understanding.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Asa matter of fact,
is it not the Senator’'s understanding
that the pending resolution has no force
of law?

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; the resolution
is concurrent, so to speak, with the Exec-
utive power.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is an expression
of opinion by Congress, is it not?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is a backing of
the President in the power he already
possesses. Is that correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr., SPARKMAN. We cannot add to
or take away from the President’s consti-
tutional powers as Commander in Chief
of the Armed Forces. Is that correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. In legal terms, that
is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. By way of a reso=
lution, that is.

Mr. HUMPHREY,. That is correct.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Whereas a treaty
could.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. SPAREMAN, A treaty could do
it because a treaty is on the same high
level as the Constitution, according to
the Consttiution itself, Is that correct?
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Alabama is correct.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Of course, what the
resolution amounts to is an expression of
approval on the part of Congress, and
that, incidentally, is one of the other
differences between the resolution and
a treaty, in that both Houses of Con-
gress are involved in connection with the
pending resolution, whereas in a treaty
only the Senate is involved. 1Is that
correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is ab-
solutely right.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Therefore, the res-
olution constitutes approval by the Con-
gress of a policy which the President
stated in sending the resolution to Con-
gress, and which he had a right to state,
if he wished to do so, without putting
it in the form of a resolution. Is that
correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. The President of the
United States, in the case of Formosa
and the Pescadores, in view of the estab-
lished policy of our Government, which
has been announced to the world, be-
cause of the importance of Formosa to
the interests of the United States, could
have taken precautionary action and de-
fensive action for the protection of that
area.

Mr. SPARKMAN. As a result of the
change which has taken place in recent
vears since the outcome of World War
II, and our interest that has developed
in Korea, Japan, Okinawa, and the Phil-
ippines, with the security pacts which
have been negotiated, that area has be-
co:z:e our western line of defense, has it
not?

Mr, HUMPHREY. It is so called. It
is called the island chain of defenses in
the Pacific, starting with the Aleutians
and extending down through Korea,
Japan, Okinawa, Formosa, the Philip-
pines, and down through the area cov-
ered by the treaties which we have con-
cluded with the ANZAC group, Australia
and New Zealand.

Mr. SPARKMAN. And later, when we
complete the South Asian treaty, it will
apply there. It is what might be called
a screen.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Yes.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I take it the Sen-
ator from Minnesota feels that under
the Constitution the President has a
right to use the Armed Forces, certainly
within the area included between our
two lines of defense; is that correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY., That is my point.

Mr. SPARKMAN. One in the east
and one in the west.

Mr. HUMPHREY. My point is that
those key areas from the Aleutians down
to Korea have been listed clearly for the
world to behold. We have concluded a
treaty with the Republic of South Korea.
With Japan we have a mutual defense
pact, and we have military bases in
Japan. On Okinawa we have one of
the major military installations in the
Pacific. Then from Formosa the line
extends to the Philippines, and then to
the Australian and New Zealand area,
where we have treaty commitments.
That is the line which we say is our
forward wall of defense, established for
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only one purpose—the security of the
United States of America.

Mr. SPARKMAN. And up to that line
the President certainly has the power
to use our Armed Forces.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is my view that
under the constitutional powers of the
Chief Executive he would have the power
to use our Armed Forces.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Without any au-
thorization from Congress whatsoever.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Unless the Presi-
dent deemed it wise, because of a major
military operation, to ask Congress for
the support he may wish.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That would not be
authorization; that would be concur-
rence.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Of course, if he un-
dertook to engage in a major war, he
would be expected to ask Congress for a
declaration of war, because, under the
Constitution, only Congress can author-
ize the making of war by this Govern-
ment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. One of the con-
cerns which I have is that in this line of
defense about which we have spoken,
which is common knowledge to friend
and foe alike, when it comes to Formosa
we make an indentation, under this res-
olution, and we say it goes to within 6
or 7 miles of the Chinese mainland. We
take it in and ask to include a broader
area than we had before included. I
think we should leave our line of defense
where it is, and then if the President, as
Commander in Chief, in the fulfillment
of our obligations in the defense of For-
mosa, the Pescadores, Okinawa, or the
Philippines, should feel that in order, in
the case of hostilities, to bring in large-
scale American strength, such as our na-
val or air power, against any outpost,
that would be within the defense area.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator re-
members, I am sure, that I raised the
point in committee—not mnecessarily
about an obligation on our part to cover
Quemoy and Matsu—that there was an
invitation, as I suggested, to the Chinese
Communists to explore the situation and
probe it, as they did early, in the Ta=
chens, and then we announced to the
world that we were not going to under-
take to defend the Tachens, although I
think we had been led to believe we were,
I am not sure whether the Senator from
Minnesota remembers some conversa-
tions we have pending the drafting of
the Formosa treaty when we were led to
believe there might be some of the is-
lands in the Tachens which would be
useful and essential to the defense of
Formosa. It has seemed to us all along
that when we immediately announced to
the world that we were not going to de-
fend the Tachens—and that was the ef-
fect of the statement which the Secre-
tary of State made almost at the begin-
ning of hostilities there—it gave an in-
centive to the Chinese Communists to
probe and explore, and the farther they
explored, the more we withdrew, and the
uncertainty remained. I imagine there
came into their minds quite logically the
question, “Will they stand even on For=-
mosa and the Pescadores?”

So my contention has been that so
long as we leave open the question as to
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whether we will stand on Quemoy and
some of the other islands, to be decided
when and if attack comes, we are invit-
ing attack. I am not greatly concerned
about Quemoy and the Matsu Islands be-
ing left in, provided the Communists
know that if they move there, we will hit
them.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is the Senator's
view, as I gather, that the language of
the resolution says to some that they are
in there and to others that they are not.

Mr. SPARKMAN. It leaves it vague
and uncertain.

I think it is dangerous in that respect.
I felt considerably relieved by the state-
ment which the President made yester-
day, because I think many of us had
feared that some “trigger-happy” per-
son in a position to do so might be the
one to fire the shot that would start
things off. But the President gave us as=
surance yesterday that he, and he alone,
would assume that responsibility. In
other words, I think his statement made
it plain to the Congress, to the country,
and to the world that whereas he wel-
comes the approval of Congress of the
policy he has announced, and which he
had a right to announce to pursue, yet,
at the same time, he recognizes that the
manner in which he pursues that policy,
the manner in which he carries it out, is
his responsibility, as the Constitution
makes it, and not the responsibility of
Congress. Does the Senator agree with
me in that statement?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I certainly do.

Mr. SPARKMAN. If the Senator will
yield further, because I shall have to
leave the floor in a few minutes, I wish
him to know that I commend him for
the very able speech he is making, and
I wish to thank him for giving me this
opportunity to participate, There is
one point, which perhaps the Senator
will cover before he finishes his speech,
but since I shall probably not be present
when he concludes his remarks I hope
he will let me ask him this question now.

Would the Senator from Minnesota
not feel much better if the President
would go further and give Congress as-
surance that he intends to utilize, so far
as practicable, the good offices of the
United Nations to bring about a cease-
fire and try to work out a peaceful solu-
tion of the trouble in that whole area?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say that
under date of Wednesday, January 26, I
submitted an amendment to the pre-
amble of the resolution, which reads as
follows:

Whereas the United States would wel-
come intervention by the United Nations to
bring about a cessation of hostilities off the
coast of China and in the Formosa Straits,
and it is in the interest of the United States
and of world peace to facilitate efforts to-
ward peaceful settlement including a defini-
tive settlement of the future status of For-
mosa and the Pescadores in accordance with
the principles of the United Nations Charter.

In my judgment, one of the real weak=
nesses of the resolution is the failure of
the Congress of the United States, as it
authorizes the President to employ the
Armed Forces of the United States, not
with equal clarity, equal vigor, and equal
determination to say to the President, to
the Secretary of State, and to the world,
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as the people’s representatives of this
great Republic, that we welcome action
by the United Nations. We not only
welcome it, but we beseech them to pro-
ceed, and call upon them to act. We
should incorporate in the resolution lan-
guage along the lines I have outlined. In
any language which would commit Con-
gress to searching and seeking for
United Nations participation and action,
we would show to the peoples of the
world two things: First, that we Ameri-
cans will not be the victims of appease~
ment; and, second, that we long for,
search for, and pray for peace, and rec-
ognize that sometimes it takes more
courage to seek peace than it does to get
into a war.

I say that is one of the real weaknesses
of the resolution, The message from the
President called, again and again, for
United Nations action. The President in
his message to Congress placed great
emphasis upon the United Nations and
its usefulness in this tragic situation.

But I call upon my colleagues to exam-=
ine the resolution. What the resolution
does is to authorize the President to em-
ploy our Armed Forces not only for the
defense of Formosa and the Pescadores
but also of other areas in friendly hands,
and then yields itself to a very weak posi-
tion in reference to the United Nations.

I shall press for this amendment,
whether the other language can be
changed or not. I shall call upon my
colleagues in the Senate to say to the
world, and especially to the people of
America, particularly now, in view of
what we know to be true, that in the
United Nations one of our friends is
seeking some solution. Let us tell our
friends in the United Nations that the
Congress of the United States seeks not
only to commit manpower to a possible
war but also seeks to commit the United
States to peace.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield for
one more question? Then I shall have
finished.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Iam grateful to the
Senator for yielding. I have been told
within the last few minutes that an
item has appeared on the news tickers
that there will be introduced in the
United Nations a resolution for the use
of the good offices of the United Nations
in seeking a cease fire, and that the
sponsors of such a resolution—and this
especially is what I want the Senator to
hear—will be the United States, Great
Britain, and New Zealand.

I believe the Senator from Minnesota
will agree with me that that gives some
hope of carrying out the wish that was
expressed by the President in his mes-
sage, if not too strongly in the resolu-
tion, that the United Nations would be
used.

Mr. HUMPHREY. In view of this
statement about another dramatic an-
nouncement, in a dramatic period of his-
tory, that our own Government, and the
Governments of Great Britain and New
Zealand and Australia——

Mr. SPARKMAN. The United States,
Great Britain, and New Zealand. To be
frank with the Senator, when I was told
of this announcement, I questioned that
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the United States was one of the spon-
sors. I insisted that it must have been
Australia, as I had understood that the
three sponsors would be Great Britain,
New Zealand, and Australia. But I was
told that the notice carried the United
States as one of the sponsors, and did
not include Australia.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Then I ask my col-
league this very fair and frank question:
If that be the situation as of this hour—
not the situation as it might be in the
future, but as it is now—would it not be
wise and prudent for the United States
Senate and the House of Representatives,
in a resolution which supports the hand
of the President in the defense of For-
mosa and the Pescadores, also to support
the hand of the President and the good
name of this Republic by incorporating
into the resolution a proviso calling upon
our Government to commend the United
Nations for its activities?

Mr. DOUGLAS and Mr. CAPEHART
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BARKLEY in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Minnesota yield; and, if so, to
whom?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall yield in a
moment to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. President, I shall very shortly call
up for consideration my amendment to
the preamble. I understand that to con-
form with the parliamentary situation,
if I am not mistaken, an amendment
of the preamble must be acted upon fol-
lowing the action upon the resclution. I
would appreciate a ruling from the Chair
on that point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator from Minnesota is correct,

Mr. HUMPHREY. At the appropriate
time, I shall ask to amend the preamble
by inserting the following:

Whereas the United States would welcome
intervention by the United Nations to bring
about a cessation of hostilities off the coast
of China and in the Formosa Stralts, and
it is in the interest of the United States
and of world peace to facilitate efforts to-
ward peaceful settlement including a defini-
tive settlement of the future status of For-
mosa and the Pescadores in accordance with
the principles of the United Nations Charter.

In my opinion, such a declaration is
just as ready now for congressional ac-
tion as is any possible statement of prin-
ciples the Senate could make. I hope
that word will spread among our col-
leagues that as we take action fto
strengthen the hand of our Government
in a possible situation of hostilities—I
say “possible situation,” because that
emergency is not exactly on the door-
step as of this hour—at least we ought
to back up our representations in the
United Nations by action on the part of
Congress at this particular hour, as we
come to a decision on the resolution.

I now yield to the Senator from
Illinois.

The

Mr. DOUGLAS. In view of the appar-
ent policy of the Government to work
for a cease-fire in the Strait of Formosa,
which also is advocated by the Senator
from Minnesota, would it not be well to
probe some of the implications of such
an order to cease fire? A cease-fire
order, of course, would prevent any
movement by Chiang Kai-shek and the
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Nationalist Chinese forces against the
mainland of China. Isthatnot correct?

Mr, HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Therefore it would
mean in effect that any hope of recon-
quering China by military forces from
the outside would have to be abandoned,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would that not al-
most inevitably lead to the admission of
Red China to the United Nations?
Could such recognition be denied to a
government which was in possession of
the country, and which was recognized
by the United Nations as being in pos-
session; and would not such recognition,
in effect, be a statement to the govern-
ment on Formosa that they could not try
to upset the government on the main-
land? Would that not lead rather
quickly to the admission of Red China
into the United Nations?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not exactly
think so, I may say to the Senator from
Illinois. If the Senator is talking about
recognition, that is one thing.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am speaking of ad-
mission to the United Nations.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may point out to
my good friend from Illinois that while
the United States of America does not
either recognize Red China or admit her
anywhere, our Secretary of State joined
with other representatives to invite Red
China to the conference which finally
disposed of the aspect of the problem
which related to Indochina, even though
I do not believe that problem is any-
where nearly settled.

In other words, we did not recognize
Red China as a legal government, nor
did we seek to sponsor her admission; in
fact, we opposed the admission of Red
China to the United Nations. But that
did not prevent the highest Cabinet offi-
cer of the United States of America from
extending an invitation to Red China to
a meeting which ultimately arrived at
the Indochinese truce.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would not the Sen-
ator from Minnesota say, however, that
a cease-fire order would increase the
likelihood that Red China would be ad-
mitted to the United Nations?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it would
certainly increase the possibility of Red
China pressing her action more effec~
tively. However, I think it should be
noted that Red China has never asked
to be admitted to the United Nations.
She has never asked, although she has
had a very powerful spokesman.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would that not in-
crease the prestice of Red China in
southeast Asia?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The admission of
Red China to the United Nations?

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; to have a cease-
fire in the Straits of Formosa.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is
possible.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would it not also re-
duce- any military pressure which the
forces of Nationalist China on Formosa
might exert? Probably a large number
of Red Chinese troops are deployed im-
mediately opposite Formosa, and, if any
possibility of invasion were removed,
they could then be deployed southward,
thus strengthening the Communist push
in Southeast Asia?
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I think there is
some truth in that suggestion. The num-
ber of troops which are on the offshore
islands, while this is not open to public
discussion, are limited. I am of the
opinion that if there is to be a cease-
fire anywhere, some kind of price will-
have to be paid for it. I would be less
than candid if I did not say that. But
I remind my distinguished colleague
that if there is not to be a cease-fire, and
we are to have open fire, we shall pay a
big price for that.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I understand that.
I am simply trying to appraise the sit-
uation. In times past, I have been in-
clined to oppose a cease-fire, so long
as there was solid hope that Chiang Kai-
shek and the Nationalists might be able
to invade the mainland. Like virtually
all other Members of this body, I do
not like the present Communist Chinese
government; I should like to see it re-
placed.

‘We have been told by various Members
of this body who visited Formosa that
there were large numbers of well-
trained troops on Formosa, and that all
that was needed was to take the leash
off, and that Chiang Kai-shek would
then move on to the mainland, where
large groups would rally behind him, and
that in a relatively short time the Com-~
munist government of China would be
overthrown. So long as that is a strong
possibility, it would seem to be inad-
visable to encourage a cease-fire agree-
ment.

Does the Senator from Minnesota in-
terpret the action of the State Depart-
ment, or perhaps the action of the Gov-
ernment, mentioned by the Senator
from Alabama, to mean that our Gov-
ernment has written off any possibility
of Chiang Kai-shek’s Nationalists in-
vading the mainland, and that it now
believes that Chiang Kai-shek cannot
do so?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That question was
discussed quite completely in the joint
meetings of the two committees. I think
I would be in error to say our Govern-
ment had officially written off that pos-
sibility. The Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CapreHART] is present in the Chamber.
He listened to the testimony in the hear-
ings. I think it was the position of our
Government that if the mainland of
China were to be successfully invaded, it
could be done only with American forces,
not only with air and sea forces, but
obviously with large commitments of
American manpower.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, is it
the general opinion of the military offi-
cials and of the Government that Chiang
Kai-shek and the Nationalists do not
have sufficient military strength success-
fully to invade the mainland?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 say that is the
probable view. That does not mean,
however, that our Government thinks
that Chiang Kai-shek’s forces should not
be strong.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I understand.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Nor does it mean
that his government should not be
supported, because there is the possi-
bility, though I think it is a remote
possibility, that there may be some form
of upheaval on the mainland of China.
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Therefore, there ought to be forces
ready to move into China, and there
ought to be a government ready to take
over.

Mr. DOUGLAS. T understand. Does
not the Senator from Minnesota feel,
then, that if that be true, some of the
information which has been brought to
us, and upon which our recent policy
presumably has been based, has been
incorrect, namely, that Chiang Kai-
shek had strong, virile forces which, if
fully unleashed, would take over China?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say to
my friend, the Senator from Illinois, as I
said earlier, that I felt we had been un-
der some misapprehension and that
there had been for too long a period a
myth indulged, as to the possibility of
Chiang Kai-shek's retaking the main-
land. Very candidly, I want to restrain
myself in this debate, and I made a sort
of personal pledge to do that. I think
the time has arrived when we as Ameri-
cans should face up to some of the mis-
takes and miscalculations we have made,
and misinformation we have been given.
The time has come, in view of the mo-
mentous decision we shall have to make,
to evaluate our entire policy in the Far
East, to ascertain where we stand with
our allies, and to find out where we stand
in terms of the facts of the situation,
rather than in terms of hopes, myths,
and beliefs. When we decide to do that,
then I think we shall get somewhere.

I believe the Senator from Illinois will
be interested in hearing a London dis-
patch from the Associated Press which
was just handed to me:

Official British informants sald today Brl-
tain and the United States have agreed to
invite Communist China to a United Na-
tions Security Council meeting for discussion
of a cease-fire in the China fighting.

These responsible informants sald New
Zealand, in agreement with Britain and the
United States, will ask the Security Council
to meet Monday to consider extending the
invitation to the Peiping regime.

The United States and Nationalist China
were reported ready to participate in the
discussions with the Chinese Reds.

Mr. President, I wish to say what the
Government is planning to do is all to
the good, provided we have a program,
and provided we know what we want to
do. I am of the opinion, and I say this
respectfully, that one of the reasons why
the President desires Congress to pass
the resolution is that it would give to the
President, who is our chief spokesman—
and this is no time for politics—a strong
arm, so to speak, a firm position, and a
solid commitment.

I think the Senator from Illinois has
said many times, as I know I have said,
that we cannot negotiate with the Com-
munists if we are in a position of weak-
ness or uncertainty. If one sits down at
a table with a Communist nation, he had
better sit down prepared to meet any
eventuality, and to proceed from a posi-
tion of strength, firmness, and precise-
ness. That is why I personally believe
that we should clarify the situation dur-
ing the course of the debate, come to a
decision, and pass a resolution which will
join with the President in stating our
. unequivocal position on the defense of
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Formosa and the Pescadores, so the
whole world may know where we stand.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Minnesota yield to the
Senator from Illinois?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Prefatory to the
question, the senior Senator from Illi-
nois desires to say that so long as there
is even a slight possibility or a reasona-
ble chance that Chiang Kai-shek could
successfully invade the mainland, I
would be opposed to a cease-fire agree-
ment. What I wish to ascertain is
whether the administration and the mil-
itary authorities have in fact virtually
given up most of the hope of such a suc=-
cessful invasion, which in times past
apparently they held?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I can speak only
for myself, and I know the Senator from
Illinois would not expect me or desire
me to attempt to speak for the admin-
istration. I speak only from what I
understand to be the facts.

I ask the Senator from Illinois to ex-
amine carefully the record which was
made in the joint meetings of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Armed Services. Al-
though it is a secret or highly confiden-
tial record, it is available for Members
of Congress to read. That record will
reveal beyond a shadow of a doubt that
the official position of the Government
is that the Nationalists cannot invade
the mainland of China without all-out
support from the United States.

Mr. WELKER. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield first to the
Senator from Illinois. Then I shall yield
to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have not seen the
press dispatch to which the Senator
from Minnesota referred, but a previous
statement of the President was that he
would welcome intervention by the
United Nations in order to bring about
a cease-fire agreement, If such a desire
is backed up by a declaration by the
United States that a cease-fire agree-
ment should be entered into, that would
in effect be chaining Chiang Kai-shek;
would it not?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it is fair to
say that the position of the Government
officials is that an invasion of the main-
land by Nationalist forces would fail un-
less it had the full support of the United
States, and that the talk of leashing and
unleashing is only talk. I think the
sooner we get down to the fact that we
have in Nationalist China an ally to
whom we are committed, and the sooner
we get down to recognizing the military
possibilities of that nation, we will be a
lot better off,

The record is manifestly clear, and
many Members of the Senate have read
it, that there are trained troops on
Formosa. Our Government has ex-
pended much money in training and
maintaining those troops. The Nation-
alist Chinese Government has made
great efforts to expand its forces. We
are grateful to it for those efforts.
Without such Nationalist troops in that
area there would be immediate need for
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hundreds of thousands of American
men. So we should be grateful for the
forces that are in that area, and we
should do all in our power to support
them. Let us admit that we are com-
mitted to that ally, but let us not fool
ourselves or our friends, because we are
not fooling the enemy.

The truth is that the only possible
way there could be a successful defense
of Formosa would be with our help, and
the only way there could be a successful
invasion of the mainland of China by the
Nationalists would be with the help of
the Armed Forces and the economic
assistance of the United States of Amer=
ica. I think it is fair to say that no re-
sponsible official of the Government who
is speaking for the administration recog-
nizes that such an invasion could other-
wise be successful.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
from Minnesota agree with me that if a
cease-fire agreement were proposed by
our Government to the United Nations,
in effect our Government would have de-
cided that Chiang Kai-shek could not
successfully invade the mainland?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I would say that
or I would say the cost would be so
terrible in terms of goods, bloodshed, and
human resources, that such a venture
would, in the view of responsible men
and women, be out of order.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen=-
ator from Indiana, and then I shall yield
to the Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER],

Mr. CAPEHART. Would not the
proper answer to the question of the
able Senator from Illinois be that this
administration is anxious to stop wars
and to stop shooting and to stop killing
people, and is anxious to try to bring
about peace throughout the world and
to settle all these international matters
with that objective in view? Would not
that be the proper answer to the ques-
tion of the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the
Senator from Indiana that I am not go-
ing to indulge at all in any partisanship
in connection with this matter,

Mr. CAPEHART. I am sure of that.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have resolved
that I will not engage or indulge in any
partisanship in connection with it.
Later on, we can go on the stump and
can make partisan speeches, if we wish.

Mr. CAPEHART. Let me say that I
have been in the Chamber for 20 min-
utes, and I have observed that the Sen-
ator from Minnesota has not indulged
in any partisanship.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe the Presi-
dent of the United States and those of
his official family are committed by his
policy and by the policy of Congress to
one purpose, and only one purpose,
namely, peace with honor. I point out
that has been true of other administra-
tions, too.

Mr. CAPEHART. That is correct.

The question asked of the Senator
from Minnesota was whether it was the
purpose of the pending measure to stop
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the Chinese Nationalists of Chiang Kai-
shek from going to the mainland of
China. That was the question of the
Senator from Illinois; was it not?

Mr. HUMPHREY, Yes.

Mr. CAPEHART. I think the proper
answer to that question is that this ad-
ministration—and I am sure of this—
would like to stop all wars and would like
to stop all shooting all over the world,
and would like to bring about universal
peace and would like to have matters
settled with that idea in view. I think
that is the proper answer, regardless of
whether there is a belief that the ad-
ministration wants or does not want
Chiang Kai-shek to get to the mainland
of China.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield
further to me?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Indiana has been putting in my mouth
words I did not utter. I did not say that
the primary purpose of the administra-
tion was to prevent Chiang Kai-shek
from getting to the mainland. I said
that the effect of a cease-fire would be
to prevent him from getting to the main-
land; and if the administration purposes
a cease-fire, it would be because in their
judgment the cost of getting Chiang
EKai-shek to the mainland and of over-
turning the Red government would be
too great. So they are proposing the
placing of a striet leash or, perhaps, a
chain upon Chiang Kai-shek. This is in
sharp contrast to their claim 2 years ago
that they were unleashing Chiang Kai-
shek for an attack upon Red China.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield
further to me?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. My statement was
in regard to the effect of what the Sen-
ator from Illinois said. But regardless

- of whether the administration believes
that Chiang Kai-shek can or cannot get
to the mainland, or even though the ad-
ministration might feel that he could get
to the mainland, I still say the correct
answer is that this administration is
irying to put a stop to fighting and the
killing of people, is trying to obtain
peace, and to have the world’s prob-
lems settled in a peaceful manner,
Regardless of whether it feels that
Chiang Kai-shek is or is not strong
enough to invade the mainland, it would
like to get this whole matter settled.
That is the proper answer; and no other
answer is proper, if I may speak for this
administration; and I believe I ecan.
The reason for its attitude is that the
administration wants to stop killing, to
stop fighting, to stop hostilities, and it
wants to bring about a cease-fire, and to
have an end put to wars all over the
world. I am sure the administration
wants that just as much as all Sena-
tors do.

Mr. WELEKER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me
at this time?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad fto yield
to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. WELKER. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota very much.
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Let me say, by way of preface, that I
was interested in the remark or observa-
tion of the Senator from Minnesota to
the effect that perhaps the dilemma with
respect to Formosa could be solved by
having Red China's Communists come
into the United Nations and agree to a
cease-fire or an armistice.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, let
me make the record perfectly clear. I
never under any circumstances inti-
mated that Red China should be or would
be admitted to the United Nations at
this time.

Mr. WELKER. I did not say that. I
referred to their coming into the United
Nations for the purpose of a cease-fire
agreement,.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh, yes.

Mr. WELKER. Will the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota tell me one
time when the Red Communists have
ever kept any agreement they have
made, either at Panmunjom or any-
where else?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The President of
the United States deemed it wise to con-
clude a truce in Korea. There were
those who disagreed with that conclu-
sion. I was one who supported the Pres-
ident. There were those who felt that
the Indochinese war should be brought
to a conclusion; and our Government, in
at least a partial sense, cooperated in
the conclusion of that war.

I think it is the view, as the Senator
from Indiana pointed out, that cease-
fire agreements and truces are better
than continuation of warfare. I am of
the opinion that the responsible heads
of this Government, both now and in the
past, have believed and now believe that
there is a better chance to work out diffi-
culties when there is not the sacrifice of
war and when there is not the suffering
incident to fatalities, casualties, and hos-
tilities, and that therefore the Govern-
ment of the United States has sought at
all times to bring the contesting forces
to agreement. I commend our Govern-
ment for that. It is not a sign of weak-
ness. I have said to the Senator and to
this entire Chamber that the passage of
a joint resolution which clearly commits
this Government to a strong position of
defense and, on the other hand, the put-
ting of the stamp of congressional ap-
proval upon United Nations' participa-
tion to bring about some peace and or-
der, constitute the kind of twin-edged
sword that is needed in this particular
instance.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield further
to me?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield.

Mr. WELKER. I certainly know of no
Senator who advocates war or the killing
of human beings. I ask the Senator
from Minnesota whether it is a fact that
the sensible way to handle this matter is
to let the Red Chinese and, in fact, all
Communists, wherever they may exist,
not only in Formosa, but throughout the
world, know that we have sufficient force
to compel adherence to any agreement
they may make, even though they have
wilfully violated their agreements for
many, many years. Is that not the

conclusion of the Senator from Minne-
sota?
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Mr. HUMPHREY, I believe the only
way we can possibly live in this world,
in view of the international Communist
conspiracy and the powerful forces which
are arrayed against us, is to be strong
and to be committed to a position of
strength; and when we make commit-
ments, we must be willing to fulfill them,
or else not to make them in the first
place,

In this instance, we have made a com-
mitment to Formosa. That commitment
has been made, not only by the present
administration, but by the prior adminis-
tration. It is a nonpartisan commit-
ment. We have made the commitment,
and we must show the world that we will
not back down from it, that we will not
yield—or, in other words, that there will
be no appeasement, no backtracking.

But on the other hand, we must also
recognize that the solution of these diffi-
culties may be worked out peacefully.

Mr. WELKER. By agreement?

Mr. HUMPHREY. By agreement, if
our Nation is strong enough, so that the
agreement it makes can be kept.

Mr. WELKER. Very well.

Let me ask a concluding question: Is
it not a fact that our President, the Com-
mander in Chief—and I refer to our
President as the President of all of us,
without regard to politics—wants, and
it is exactly what he wants, an agree-
ment which may be kept, so as to stop
war among these nations and in these
lands; but he also wants, based upon his
military genius and knowledge of mili-
tary science, a sufficient force to enable
him to compel the carrying out of any
agreement the Communists may make—
so that for once, if you please, in the
long, long era of the Communist aggres-
sion, they will keep an agreement they
make, instead of doing as they have done
in the past, namely, violate those agree-
ments.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I would hope that
is his position, and I believe it to be.

Mr. WELKER. Then, let me say in
conclusion, I beg my friend, the Senator
from Minnesota, to go down the line with
us and let the President of the United
States—who, after all, was elected by
the American people—let him, the su-
preme commander of our forces, advo-
cate what is right and just.

I thank my distinguished friend.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Idaho. I do not think there is
aﬁy great, basic disagreement here at
all.

In a moment I shall elaborate on my
position, and then I shall yield the floor.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I now hold in my
hand the press dispatch to which the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]
referred. The salient paragraph is as
follows:

An official British informant sald today
Britain and the United States have agreed
to invite Communist China to the United
Nations Security Council meeting for dis-
cussion of a cease-fire in the China fighting.

Does not the Senator from Minnesota
believe that it would be very helpful if
this body this afterncon, when we are
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discussing this issue, could have from
the United States Government itself
either a confirmation or a denial of the
truth of this report?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it would be
very helpful. I will say to the Senator
that in the hearings we asked the Secre-
tary of State a number of times whether
or not the United States was proceeding
at the United Nations. He indicated to
us that we were taking steps in the
United Nations to arrive at such an un-
derstanding as has been referred to. I
happen to be one of those who believe
that this is all to the good, but I think it
would be of great assistance in this
Chamber and among the American pub-
lic if there were a definitive statement
on the part of responsible officers of our
Government, to the effect that we are
proceeding forthwith, in good faith, to
try to Arrive at some understanding at
the United Nations.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not somewhat
embarrassing for Members of the United
States Senate, when they are discussing
this question, to get information on this
vital point from London rather than
from the State Department which is only
a mile from here?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will say to my
friend from Illinois that earlier on the
day the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GeORGE] made a brief announcement in
reference to the possibility of action in
the United Nations.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Did he make a defin-
itive statement?

Mr. HUMPHREY. He made that an-
nouncement on behalf of the Committee
on Foreign Relations, and I believe also
on behalf of the State Department. The
announcement was merely to the effect
that negotiations were underway.

Mr. DOUGLAS. But the statement to
which I refer is a definite statement that
Britain and the United States have
agreed to invite Communist China to the
United Nations Security Council meet-
ing for the purpose of discussing a cease-
fire in the China fighting. This is not a
statement that negotiations are under
way or a statement that something is
about to happen, but it is the definite
policy. Would it not be much better if
we obtained definite information on this
point from the State Department itself,
rather than to have it bootlegged to us
through London?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; it would. I
hope, before the day is out, that there
will be official confirmation of this report.
I say to the Senator that the State De-
partment did inform me of this develop-
ment this morning.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does not the Senator
feel that it might be unwise to proceed
to a final vote until we have such an
official confirmation? Let me say, as a
preface to that question, that I think the
discussions of the two preceding days
have been very helpful in obtaining as-
surance from the President that no mil-
itary commander in the field would have
authority to initiate an attack upon the
Chinese mainland, and that if such a
decision were to be made, it would be
made by him. That clarified the issue
to a degree which was not present when
the House of Representatives passed the

-reduction in the Army.
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resolution. But would not further clari-
fication on this point be extremely im-
portant?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it would
be, and I expect it to Be forthcoming
during the remaining hours of the day.
It is our hope to reach a decision on the
joint resolution with the factors which
the Senator has brought out fully clari-
fied for the public mind.

Mr. President, lest there be any mis-
interpretation of the purposes of this
discussion, let me set the record straight.
First, in the Asian area the greatest
menace today to the peace of the world
and the peace of its neighbors is the
Communist Government of China. This
we know.

We also kncw that the Communist
Chinese forces are supported economi-
cally, politically, and militarily by the
Soviet Union.

We also know that the Soviet Union
and the Communist Government of
China are in alliance, or have a treaty
arrangement for mutual defense.

These things we, as Americans, know;
and we ought clearly to understand them
as we proceed in the consideration of
questions of policy.

As a Member of the Senate I have
believed very strongly in powerful de-
fense forces for our Nation. I have not
been one of those who wanted those
forces reduced, nor have I been one of
those who thought the air power of this
Nation should be reduced. In fact, I
have joined with my colleagues, the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DovucLas], the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Longl, and
others, in one effort after another to
increase the military strength of this
Nation, including the Army, last year,
and 2 years ago the Air Force. Yet at the
very hour when we are considering a
resolution which would commit this
Nation unequivocally to a strong posi-
tion in the Far East, the news services

.tell us that representatives of the De-

partment of Defense are before the
House Committee on Armed Services
recommending a reduction in the Marine
Corps, a reduction in the Navy, and a
I say that we
cannot, on the one hand, have a pro-
gram and a policy of strength, of deter-
mination, of unequivocal commitment
not only with respect to Formosa and
the Pescadores, but with respect to the
offshore islands, and, on the other hand,
come before committees of Congress and
suggest a reduction in the military
strength of this Nation.

I am of the opinion that the Soviet
Union has been hoping that we would
be lulled into a false sense of security.
That almost happened fo us on a pre-
vious occasion. If there was one thing
that came out of the Korean war to the
benefit of this Nation is was that it
aroused us to the menace at large in
the world. It committed this country
to a program of strength, armament,
and defense.

In recent months I have been afraid
that we were being lulled back into a
false sense of security. Only a few
months ago statements were made to the
effect that the international scene was
much more peaceful. That is what some
would have us believe. The truth is that
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it is not peaceful. I would not be in
the least surprised if at this very hour
in the Kremlin there is deep concern,
not because of what we are doing alone,
but because of the action of the Chi-
nese Communists in shelling and occu-
pying certain islands and thereby again
reminding us of the Communist threat
to world peace. In my judgment, there
is real concern in the Kremlin because
again, as Americans, and as Members of
Congress, we are going to see to it that
our defenses are not weak. There is
nothing the Soviet Union wants less than
that. It wants to be sure that we are
weak; and we must be sure that we are
strong,

So, Mr. President, as we conclude this
debate, it is my hope that we shall be
able to clarify the language of the joint
resolution by making it read as follows:

That the President of the United States
be and he hereby is authorized to employ
the Armed Forces of the United States as
he deems necessary for the specific purpose
of securing and protecting Formosa and the
Pescadores against armed attack.

That is the commitment which Con-
gress should make. That is the policy
statement which we should suppert. It
tells the whole world that we in the Con-
gress stand alongside our President in
the specific purpose of securing and pro-
tecting Formosa and the Pescadores. It
leaves no doubt as to where we stand.

Secondly, I think we should amend the
joint resolution by a reference in the pre-
amble to the United Nations. Let us
stand before the peoples of the world as
a strong nation, both militarily and eco=-
nomically. Let us not boast about it.
Let us be sure about it.

Equally important, let us stand before
the world as peacemakers. Let us tell
the world that we want peace with honor,
peace with justice. If we are to be peace-
makers we must be confident, calm, and
poised. We must have presevering pa-
tience and confident courage, and we
must have continuing strength.

I am of the opinion that what we are
about to do in the United Nations, ac-
cording to the announcements which
have been made, will strengthen us in
the eyes of the world—at least among
the nations of the world—even if that
effort should not be successful. In my
judement, however, the effort may very
well be successful, because one of the
sore points between this country and
other countries has been our far eastern
policy. That is not to say that we have
been wrong and that they have been
right, but there has been a difference
between the United States and its allies
on this issue.. It is certainly fair to say
that the Formosan area is a land of legal
uncertainty as to who owns it, as to who
has jurisdiction, and where it rightfully
belongs in the society of nations.

If we can come out of the negotiations
in the United Nations with a solution to
this dilemma, wherein we and other na-
tions will guarantee the integrity and
independence and freedom of Formosa,
which may require relinquishing some of
the offshore islands, I would say that we
shall have made progress toward peace;
provided, of course, that we do not then
proceed in the belief that peace will en-
dure of itself and that the nations of the
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free world may pursue their respective
courses without any effort to maintain
their strength.

Mr. LONG.
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I wonder whether the
Senator from Minnesota agrees with me
that the effect of the resolution is that
Congress declares to the world that we
are ready to stand with the President in
the defense of Formosa and the Pesca-
dores, and that if those islands are at-
tacked we are ready to go to war with
Red China in the defense of those is-
lands; in other words, that we are ready
to take whatever risk goes with that
declaration? I say that because to say
anything less or not to make it as clear
as that is only to leave doubt as to our
intentions. This Nation should be will-
ing to make decisions even if those de-
cisions could lead to war with Red China,
knowing that China would undoubtedly
call on Russia for assistance. When we
vote for the resolution we must accept
that risk. Is that the Senator’s feeling?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not believe
there is any doubt about it. I think that
was made crystal clear by the junior
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] in
the first interview following the hearings
before the two committees. There is no
easy way out. Let me make it clear be-
yond peradventure that whenever the
Soviet Union or Communist China feel
they want to make war, they know how
to make it.

We could have a resolution or no reso-
Jution and still have war. Our feeling
is that we should have a firm commit-
ment on the part of our Government,
and we feel that if we make that com-
mitment clear and state what we will
defend, and what we consider to be our
line of defense, the probability of war or
hostilities is less. That is my belief. I
grant that it is only a valued judgment
of responsible men.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LONG. If this situation results in
war, of course all Americans will stand
together. Nevertheless, questions will
be asked by the nations of the world,
particularly by the neutral nations, and
questions will be asked among historians
as to who started the war, who hit the
first blow, who was the aggressor, and
so forth.

Of course our side will argue that the
enemy was the aggressor, and the enemy
will argue that we were the aggressor.
They will say we started the war, and we
will say they started it. However, so far
as history is concerned, some of us prefer
to make very clear that our position was
reasonable, that we were willing to have
a peaceful settlement made of the prob-
lem, and that we offered to make a peace-
ful settlement of it, but that nevertheless
the enemy started the war.

Some of us feel it would be better to
make perfectly clear who started the war
by attacking Formosa and the Pesca-
dores, rather than that the enemy start-
ed the war by shelling the Quemoy Is-
land, for example. That is the differ-
ence of opinion that some of us have.
Is that correct?

Mr, President, will the
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Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.
Some of us feel that.a firm commitment,
such as is contained in the resolution
with reference to Quemoy, involves our-
selves in greater risk of getting into war
and the possibility of being called the
aggressor. In other words, we would like
to diminish that risk. We would like to
have the language clarified. As I said
yvesterday, I believe the President went a
long way to mollify our concern by indi-
cating what his purpose was, namely, the
immediate and direct defense of For-
mosa and the Pescadores.

It is my opinion that one reason for
the language in the pending resolution
which refers to the offshore islands is
what is transpiring in the United Nations.
That language is a bargaining point. I
would suggest that we wateh very care-
fully what transpires at the U. N.

If we are to have a chance to get an
agreement in the U. N. we must have
something to give away, if we ask the
other side to give up something also.

As I stated already, and now repeat,
although the resolution involves a firm
commitment—and we must realize that
it could lead to war—I believe that bas-
jcally it represents high diplomacy
backed up by strength.

It is not sufficient to have only diplo-
macy when we deal with the Commu-
nists. In dealing with them we can ar-
gue and can use logic and reason, and
be filled with loving kindness, but if we
do not have the tools and the strength
to back up our diplomacy, we might just
as well not go into any meeting with
them,

If the resolution is modified, as I hope
it will be, there will be no doubt as to
our position, and it will give us the
strength and sense of direction that are
needed, and I believe we shall have made
a substantial gain toward world peace.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. It is just as well that we
also face this fact, that when the deci-
sion is made, our enemies might as well
take notice of and fully realize the possi-
ble consequences, and that we are pre-
pared to face them.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. LONG. It is not the type of de-
cision that was made when we entered
Korea, when we did not anticipate that
we would finally find Russia an inter-
venor in that situation. On the con-
trary, in making this decision we fully
realize that if Russia wants to force the
world into war, she can take a position
that will do that. Is that correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say to the
Senator from Louisiana that I think that
possibility does exist, and I think it exists
whether we have a resolution or no res-
olution. However, with the resolution
we make it crystal clear that there will
be no more being pushed around, that
there will be no more backtracking, and
that there will be no more indecisiveness.

Frankly, I believe that could have been
done in a much more simple fashion, but
that was not my choice.

I believe if we keep in mind what com-
mitments we make, we will be a little
more careful, as we go through the ses-
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sion, as to how we cut the budget at the
expense of security.

As one Member of the Senate, I serve
notice now that if the Government is
going to say, “We will defend this,” and
“We will defend that”—and we have
made commitments under SEATO and
other commitments all over the world,
and we are now making a commitment
under the pending resolution—if we
make these commitments we must keep
them, and before we make commitments
we must be sure we can keep them, We
cannot keep commitments with a paper
army. We cannot keep commitments
with planes that are on the drawing
boards. We ought to have the force in
being, or stop making commitments. We
should do one or the other. Otherwise,
someone, some day, will call our bluff.
In this instance, we ought to recognize
that this is not a bluff. If it is a'bluff, it
will result in a major disaster for the
United States. This is real business, and
we ought to let everyone know it is real
business. It seems to me we ought to
make sure how far that business goes.

I say we ought to include in the resolu-
tion the island chain that has been staked
out as the defense line, and we ought not
to make any unnecessary commitments
with respect to islands which are 4 or 5
or 6 miles off the China mainland, in ter-
ritory which is in legal contest and inde-
fensible from a military point of view.
If we do, we shall be running a calcu-
lated risk far beyond ordinary and pru-
dent judgment.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Inasmuch as our real
purpose is peace in the world, does it not
seem to the Senator from Minnesota
that it makes better sense to tell the
enemy not to attempt to take an area
that we know we can prevent him from
taking, than telling him not to try to take
something that we are not certain we can
prevent him from taking?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I surely believe
that to be true.

Unless there are further questions, I
shall yield the floor. Does the Senator
from Illinois wish to ask me a question?

Mr. DOUGLAS. There is one question
which I should like to ask. I have felt
all along that there were possibilities
that this resolution would stand not
merely on the determination to defend
these islands, but, as the Senator from
Minnesota has suggested, on its availabil-
ity as a trading point, so that the islands
could be given up in return for a cease
fire.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is strictly my
personal opinion, not confirmed by any-
thing else but my personal view.

Mr. DOUGLAS. If that be true, do
we not take away the trading point from
the administration by saying we shall
defend only Formosa?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is a
valid point. I considered, in view of my
own personal attitude, that the gamble
and the risk were too great. I personally
felt that it was a risk we should not take.
I feel much better about it today than
I felt yesterday. As I have stated pub-
licly, I felt the President actually re-
wrote, in a sense, the resolution. He gave
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his own positive interpretation of what
it contains. There have been several re-
writings. We had, first of all, the For-
mosa treaty, which still lies in the For=-
eign Relations Committee, That treaty,
in its essence, would be amended by the
resolution which is before the Senate,
because the treaty would limit the area
of defense to the Pescadores and For-
mosa, unless there should be mutual con-
sent between the parties with reference
to other areas. That would require both
parties to give consent. Then came the
resolution, which includes in other areas
without mutual consent—unilaterally on
our part.

Then came the President’s statement,
that the purpose is to provide for the
immediate and direct defense of Formosa
and the Pescadores, and that if there is
to be any further military action, the
President himself will personally take the
responsibility, thereby allaying the
doubts and fears of some persons.

Then came the U. N. announcement of
today.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yield.

Mr. LONG. I am sure the Senafor
realizes that there is not complete una-
nimity even in the United States regard-
ing a cease-fire and an honorable peace
based on the status quo. There are some
elements in this country that want this
Nation to continue to support Chiang
Kai-shek, even with our Air Force, cur
Navy, and our Army, until the Commu-
nist regime is eventually overthrown,
The Senator knows that,.I am sure.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do know that.

Mr, LONG. Life magazine, one of the
most influential magazines in this Na-
tion, contained an editorial recentiy, this
week, I think, saying the President was
not an appeaser because he had sug-
gested a cease-fire. The editorial sug-
gested that perhaps he was an appeaser
for permitting the Tachens to fall under
Communist control, and stating that
only a small force could have prevented
that from happening. There is an in-
dication that he would accept a cease-
fire.

Mr. HUMPHREY, I realize that, and
I think there are some elements, some
even in the President’s own party, that
will cut right aeross political parties. My
own feeling about it is that so long as
there is an opportunity for peace we
should honestly and honorably pursue
it, and that hostilities or war—eczall it
what you will—may be forced upon us.
If so, we should be ready to meet that
situation. We should not seek it, but
we should do everything we can to avert
it, and, at the same time, try to use all
the strength at our command to bring
about not simply an agreement, but
some advancement of the cause of hu-
man freedom.

There are many things that could be
settled, even in the Far Eastern area, if
we could but get people to agree. I think
the only way we will get an agreement
is to have a close-working relationship
with strong allies, on the one hand, and
plenty of strength on the part of our-
selves,

I am speaking for myself. I have been
most unhappy and disturbed aboul this
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resolution, because of what it might re-
sult in, as has been truly set forth in the
debate. The authority under the reso-
lution, not the resolution itself, could
lead to war. On the other hand, it could
very well lead to a great period of peace.
There is a calculated risk.

But, as I said in the beginning, we
have one President at a time in this
country. There are others who would
like to be President, but there is only one
President at a time. When the Presi-
dent of the United States sends a mes-
sage to Congress, as he did in this in-
stance, with a resolution, it is mnot
comparable to a situation in which the
Prime Minister of Great Britain makes
a statement to the Parliament on policy
matters, because, in Great Britain, if
the Prime Minister delivers a policy
statement and puts it up for a vote of
confidence, if the vote of confidence is
not given, the Prime Minister goes out
and a new government comes in.

In the present situation, under our
doctrine of the separation of powers,
when the President has announced a
policy and delivered his message and laid
a resolution before the Congress, to repu-
diate it would not mean a change in the
Government. The Government would
merely be immobilized. It would liter-
ally mean taking away from the Presi-
dent as a public official, as the Chief
Executive, the full support of the people
of the United States, leaving him with-
out power to act, or, at least, without
the confidence of the people in his
actions. So, I say there is a great deal
of difference. It is not like laying before
Parliament a policy statement, as Men-
des-France did, for example, in connec-
tion with the London agreement, and
saying, “Support this agreement. If you
fail to support it, the Government falls
and a new Prime Minister must come in.”

That is not what we have in this coun-
try. Once the President has made and
announced his decision, actually what
we are left to do, in terms of our discus-
sion, is to support it, hoping we may
modify certain wide areas of authority,
areas which are not precisely drawn.
But the truth is that if the resolution
should be defeated by the Congress, Mr.
Eisenhower would still be President of
of the United States, still be Commander
in Chief of the Armed Forces, still be the
chief spokesman of the American for-
eign policy, but denied the confidence of
the representatives of the people; and,
to the Communist world, that would be
a great day.

Therefore, Mr. President, as a member
of this body and as a citizen, I have no
effective choice, I frankly state, but to
support the resolution. Even though the
amendments which I hope will be ac-
cepted should be defeated, I would still
feel that I owed the obligation to the
Chief Executive, in view of his commit-
ments, to go along with him.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
pending joint resolution is one of para-
mount importance not only to the citi=
zens of the United States, but to the
entire world. It is my opinion that
prompt enactment of the joint resolution
will promote the purposes behind its in-
troduction, and in the remarks I am
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making, my first to the Senate, I shall
limit my presentation to 6 minutes.

Passage of the joint resolution would
mean that the Congress was supporting
the firm stand being taken by the admin-
istration. Since 1950 the United Na-
tions and the United States have given
the Communists every opportunity to
demonstrate their friendship in the Far
East and in other parts of the world.
These opportunities have been disre-
garded by the Reds as so tragically illus-
trated by the imprisonment of the 11
American airmen in China.

The actions of the Communists indi-
cate they have mistaken patience as a
sign of appeasement. Although this
resolution in nowise casts aside our
patience, it does remove any doubt the
Communists may entertain that the
United States is an appeaser. It evi-
dences our firmness.

This statement of firmness simply
demonstrates solidarity, that the Ameri-
can people, through their elected repre-
sentatives in the Congress, are unified
and dedicated to freedom and democracy
against the degradation of communism.
The statement makes clear to all the
world that the United States is willing
to meet its solemn obligations to our
allies.

The fear which permeates the world
today comes not as a result of the efforts
of the United States to maintain peace-
ful relations with the other nations of
the world. That fear is the result of
the aggressive and warlike actions of
the Communists in the Far East and
elsewhere.

This resolution is not an act of aggres-
sion. Rather it is a step toward the
preservation of peace.

If the Communists continue their en-
croachments against the Pescadores and
Formosa after passage of this resolution,
it will not be because of the resolution,
but in spite of it. By that I mean to say
that, in my opinion, the Communists will
not attack in the Formosa area or else-
where unless they believe themselves
strong enough to conquer, or unless they
believe us weak enough to submit.

I have advocated publicly a strong
Defense Establishment because I believe
it to be our best means of assuring con-
tinued peace. Appeasement promotes
aggression and weakness invites attack.

As I have advocated strength in our
military preparedness, I advocate firm-
ness in our relations with aggressor
nations.

Our earnest prayer is for peace. If
war should come, it would not be the re-
sult of any aggressive act on the part of
the United States. But war might come
as the result of any display of weakness,
of disunity, or of hesitation.

I shall cast my vote on the side of
firmness, for unity and for decision.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, it is
my intention to support the pending res-
olution.

I do so because I interpret it as a
demonstration to the world that the
American people are united in their
resistance to Communist aggression. We
do not propose to compromise with the
naked brute force of the Red tyranny.

The resolution does not confer any new
powers upon the President. It does not
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grant him any authority he does not pos-
sess. It is not a move which shapes
American foreign policy in any form
other than that which it will take when
we approve the Formosan Treaty.

The responsibility for action will still
be upon the President—and I do not envy
him that responsibility. We must still
hope and pray that God will guide his
hand in setting a course that will pro-
tect and preserve our basic freedoms and
our cherished institutions.

To my mind, the resolution is merely
congressional recognition of the tre-
mendous burdens the President must
carry during the days of peril which lie
ahead of us. On that basis, I freely and
willingly grant him my support—and I
am confident that this is the sentiment
of the overwhelming majority of Con-
gress.

We cannot, through this resolution,
make decisions of high military strategy.
That is the prerogative of the President.
It is his prerogative because there is no
one else in a position to exercise it.

‘We cannot, through this resolution, lay
down blueprints that will guide the
United States for all time to come. In
these swiftly changing times, the blue-
prints of today may be entirely inade-
quate for tomorrow.

‘We cannot, through this resolution, in-
struct all the Presidents of the future to
take a certain course of action whenever
a given set of circumstances arises.
None of us can see clearly through the
dark mists that shroud the days before
us.
But we can express the unity of Ameri-
can opposition to Communist imperial-
ism. We can express our understand-
ing of the grave crisis which confronts
all humanity. We can express our de-
termination to stand firm for the pres-
ervation of the cherished values of our
civilization.

Above all, we can express our assur-
ances that, as responsible men, we will
help the President to the utmost of our
ability. We will try to meet this crisis
in the spirit of Americans, not partisans,
dedicated to the salvation of our coun-
try through a firm unification of our
people against the enemy of liberty.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment “1-26-55—A” and
ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment for the
information of the Senate.

The Crier CLERE. It is proposed to
add at the end of the resolution the
following paragraph:

Nothing in this resolution shall be con-
strued to authorize the President to use our
Armed Forces on the mainland of China, or
to intervene in defense of any islands con-
trolled by the Chinese Nationalist Govern-
ment within 12 miles of the coast of China
except for the specific purpose of helping

to withdraw Nationalist troops and civilians
from such islands.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, for the
sake of continuity in the REecorp, I de-
sire to read from the resolution which is
under discussion. It reads:

Resolved, ete., That the President of the
United States be and he hereby is author-
ized to employ the Armed Forces of the
United States as he deems necessary for
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the specific purpose of securing and pro=
tecting Formosa and the Pescadores agalnst
armed attack, this authority to include the
securing and protection of such related po-
sitions and territories of that area now in
friendly hands and the taking of such other
measures as he judges to be required or ap-
propriate in assuring the defense of For-
mosa and the Pescadores.

Mr. President, I have not heard a
single argument on this floor that was
not voiced before we got into World War
II. The Senators who have spoken upon
the resolution are apparently just as
patriotic as were those who stated, be-
fore World War II, that Hitler was going
to Africa, to Brazil, coming up to Mex-
ico through South America, and then
coming into the United States of Amer-
ica. I sat here through all that debate,
and many things were afterward done
by the President of the United States
which various Senators thought never
would be done.

I sat here on the floor of the Senate
when $2 billion were voted for China.
Some of us who were opposed to giving
that money to China said that a part
of, if not all, the $2 billion would go
into the hands of Communist China.
We were hopelessly outvoted. Indeed,
those who voted against that amend-
ment were charged with being Commu-
nists or as favoring communism. Yet
only a few months later the then Sec-
retary of State, Dean Acheson, admitted
that 90 percent of the $2 billion worth
of supplies was in the hands of the Com-
munists in China,

Mr. President, what I am interested
in knowing about the pending joint res-
olution is whether, if the Communists
were to concentrate their forces five, six,
seven, or eight hundred miles inside the
mainland of China, and were concen-
trating airplanes, ammunition, and
whatever else they might concentrate
in that area, allegedly, perhaps, to at-
tack Formosa, the Senate of the United
States would have given authority to
the President of this country to send
armed forces into that area that far in-
land, in order to wipe out such con-
centrations.

Mr, KNOWLAND. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. LANGER. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from California.

Mr. KNOWLAND. In a conversation
I had with the distinguished Senator
a few days ago, I told him I hoped to
have the yeas and nays ordered on his
amendment. If the Senator will permit
an interruption, I request the yeas and
nays on the amendment of the Senator
from North Dakota.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished minority leader for
his request.

Mr. President, I wish to reacd a part of
the resolution again:

That the President of the United States
be, and he hereby is, authorized to employ
the Armed Forces of the United States as he
deems necessary for the specific purpose of
securing and protecting Formosa.

‘What the Senator from North Dakota
is interested in knowing is whether, un-

der the resolution, the Senate would in
advance give the President of the United

President,
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States a blank check to send armed
forces 500, 600, 700, 800, 900, or 1,000
miles inside the mainland of China, in
order to wipe out concentrations of air-
planes or whatever other kinds of mili-
tary weapons the Communists may have
concentrated. .

My amendment simply provides that:

Nothing in this resolution shall be con-
strued to authorize the President to use our
Armed Forces on the mainland of China, or
to intervene in defense of any islands con-
trolled by the Chinese Nationalist Govern-
ment within 12 miles of the coast of China
except for the specific purpose of helping to
withdraw Nationalist troops and civilians
from such islands.

Mr. President, the amendment speaks
for itself. It is very simple and very
plain. It is simply a question of whether
the Senate, in advance, is going to au-
thorize our President to send forces into
the mainland of China, or whether it is
not. That is all there is to the question.
If the President were to send such forces
into the mainland of China, it would be
an act of war. Therefore, for the first
time in all the history of America, the
United States would be the aggressor. If
that were to be true, the United States,
in the court of world opinion, would not
be in so favorable a light as it would be
if my amendment to the resolution were
adopted.

It may be said that the President al-
ready has authority to send our Armed
Forces anywhere in the world in order to
protect Formosa, but certainly the Sen-
ate, if the amendment of the Senator
from North Dakota were agreed to,
would not have given the President that
authority. .

I might add, Mr. President, that so far
as I am concerned, at this time I cer-
tainly shall not vote to send American
boys to the mainland of China. I do not
want them over there, to fight perhaps
for years and years and years where, as
the late Senator Taft said in a speech
on the floor of the Senate, they would be
hopelessly outnumbered.

Mr. President, I was very much inter-
ested in the speech made by the chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, the distinguished Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Georcel, in which he re-
ferred to the psychological effect the
passage of the resolution would have,
and said the passage of the resolution
was being sought in order to secure the
moral support of the people. As a re-
sult of many letters, telegrams, and tele-
phone calls which I have received, I am
entirely satisfied that the people of this
country do not want American hoys sent
hundreds and hundreds of miles into the
mainland of China any more than they
want them sent into the swamps and
jungles of Asia.

Mr. President, I was interested a few
days ago at a hearing before the For-
eign Relations Committee in a paper
filed by Hamilton Fish, who for 20 years
was on the Foreign Affairs Committee of
the House of Representatives when he
was a Member of the Congress.

I may say in passing that Hamilton
Fish's cousin, a Columbia University
man, was the first man killed in World
War I; and I may also say in passing
that Hamilton Fish's family, in my opin-
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ion, yields to no other family in America
in patriotism and love of this country.

At this time I wish to state the sub-
stance—I shall not use his exact words—
of some of the things Hamilton Fish
said in testifying before the Foreign Re-
lations Committee in connection with
the Asiatic treaty, which he opposed at
the public hearing:

I charge that this joint resolution is a war=
provoking measure, and not, as clalmed, a
resolution to keep this country out of war.

Mr. President, I well remember when
the lend-lease bill was passed and when
we turned over destroyers to Great Brit-
ain. It was said that would keep us out
of war, and that that measure was a
peace measure. How well I remember
what the distinguished late Senator
Tobey said on that occasion. He said
that measure and that action meant war.
As all of us know, the prophecy of the
late Senator Tobey was correct.

Mr. President, I read further from my
version of the substance of the state-
ment filed by Hamilton Fish:

I charge that this joint resolution is based
on the same fallacious and false argument
advanced in support of the lend-lease bill
as a peace measure, whereas even its pro-
ponents admit today that it was a war
measure, I charge that a bipartisan foreign
policy is the most dangerous, warlike innova-
tion in the last 10 years. Franklin Delano
Roosevelt tried to establish it prior to World
War II by appointing Colonel Knox, a Re-
publican, as Secretary of the Navy, and
Mr. Stimson, another Republican, as Secre-
tary of War. But it failed lamentably in
stifling the strong public sentiment in op-
position to our entering World War IT before
the Jap attack on Pearl Harbor. Once more
they declare there has to be unity and
cooperation.

In time of peace, a bipartisan foreign
policy is contrary to our two-party system
and stifles criticism when it is most needed.

Just think, Mr. President, that the
House of Representatives debated this
measure for only 2 hours.

I read further:

It amounts to a gigantic coverup and vir-
tually a fraud upon the American people.

Why not consult the free, sovereign Ameri-
can citizens on our foreign policy, involving
the lives of their sons, the destruction of
their wealth and resources, and the security
of their Republic? That should be openly
debated throughout the Nation. It is far
greater and more vital to the American peo-
ple than any other issue.

But, Mr. President, I do not believe
that today one-half of 1 percent of the
American people realize what the Senate
is debating or what it means to the
American people,

I read further:

No blank check should be given to any
President or Secretary of State to involve
us in war. Congress should never surrender
to anyone its constitutional power to declare
war. That is a sacred authority conferred
on Congress by the American people and the
founders of our Nation—to hold in check
any warmongering, autocratic, or Fasclst
President.

Mind you, Mr, President, I am a friend
of the President of the United States.
I am not criticizing him at all. But
when I think of what happened at Yalta
and Teheran and some of the other
places where President Franklin D,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Roosevelt had a blank check to do almost
anything he wanted to do, then certainly
the Senator from North Dakota wants to
protect the people of the United States
against any deal of any kind made by
that kind of a President.

I read further:

Only elected public officials can actually
circumvent the Constitution, the supreme
law of the land. It is in the Halls of Gov=-
ernment that actual subversion may be
taking place far more dangerous to the peo-
ple and destiny of our country than all the
propaganda of the Communists and their
dupes in the United States, The Constitu-
tion is not a plaything to be bandied about
by the Senate, the Congress, or the President.

Mr. President, we know what the Con-
stitution provides in regard to declaring
war; we know it provides that only the
Congress can declare war,

I read further:

Our foreign policy, if it exists at all, is
of the tweedledee and tweedledum varlety.
Under Mr. Truman, it was the Truman-
Acheson-Dulles brand; and under Mr. Eisen-
hower it is the Dulles-Marshall-Acheson type
of one worldism.

There is little or no difference between
the internationalism of the New Dealers and
the me-too Republicans. President Eisen-
hower is just as internationalistic as Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt or Harry Truman.

The tragic death of Senator Taft has made
it possible for President Eisenhower to as-
sume the international mantle of Franklin
D, Roosevelt, Truman, Marshall, and Ache=
son.

Mr. President, only 2 years ago we
had a national election for President of
the United States. I leave it to any Sen-
ator on this floor to state whether I
am correct when I say that the greatest
argument in favor of the election of
Dwight Eisenhower, when he was a can-
didate, was the pledge he made to the
fathers and mothers of this country that,
if elected President, he would go to
Korea. When he made that announce-
ment over the radio, almost immediately
all over the land there was a great wave
of sentiment in favor of the Republican
Party. The people of the United States
do not want their boys on the mainland
of China, thousands of miles from their
homes, fighting 4 million men. Under
my amendment, that would not be pos-
sible unless the President did it upon
his own responsibility.

Mr. President, I charge that a biparti-
san foreign policy in time of peace de=
prives the American people of any voice
in the determination of the greatest of
all issues, namely, that of maintenance
of peace or involvement in war.

I charge that a bipartisan foreign pol-
icy of tweedledum and tweedledee in-
ternationalism, and the policing of the
world singlehanded, will involve us in a
disastrous war in southeast Asia if the
SEATO treaty is ratified—and in my
opinion it will be, as will the treaty with
China, in all probability.

I do not profess to be a great prophet,
but I remember very well when we were
debating the United Nations. News-
papers all over the country said that if a
Senator voted against the United Na-
tions he was voting for war, and if he
voted for the United Nations he was
voting for peace. I listened to that de-
bate, I heard one of our most distin-
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guished Senators say that the United
Nations was similar to the Thirteen Colo-
nies, which organized the United States
of America. I believe that the Senator
to whom I refer was sincere when he said
that. He is still a Member of this body.
On at least one occasion he has said that
he regretted that vote.

I said upon that occasion that the
United Nations was entirely dissimilar
from the Thirteen Colonies, and that if
at the time of the Thirteen Colonies the
State of New York or any other State
had the right of veto over the other 12
States, certainly Virginia, for example,
would not have joined the Union.

Mr. President, I wish to read a portion
of the very brief speech which I deliv-
ered at the time of the approval of the
United Nations Charter by this body. At
that time I said:

Mr, President, during my service in the
SBenate in behalf of the common people, I
have never sold the truth to serve the hour.
I have no quarrel with the vote of any honest
Senator upon this floor. Each one took the
same oath that I took, namely, to defend
and uphold the Constitution of the United
States of America.

Practically all Members of this body have
indicated that they will vote for the charter.
Under my oath, Mr. President, and under my
consclence, I cannot so vote. If I did I would
feel that I was betraying the hundreds of
thousands who have died in this war for the
United States, and the hundreds of thou-
sands who have sacrificed their loved ones
and their treasure. I would be willing to
vote for the appropriation of the last dollar
in the United States Treasury, and the last
dollar that we could borrow if, by spending
that money, we could eliminate war, which
we all abhor and hate. I would unhesitat-
ingly vote for the charter if I felt that it
offered even the tiniest hope of a permanent
peace. But, in spite of that, Mr. President,
I feel from the bottom of my heart that the
adoption of the charter—and, make sure, we
are going to implement it—will mean per-
petuating war.

What have we had since the adoption
of that charter, Mr., President, except
one war after another, and trouble all
over the world? So far as I can see, the
only benefit to flow from the United
Nations Charter has been that when
Malik, of Russia, presided over the
United Nations in New York, he had an
opportunity to talk and spread the
propaganda of communism all over the
United States by radio.

At that time I said:

I feel that it will mean the enslavement
of millions of people from Poland to India,
from Korea to Java, as well as people in many
other places on this earth.

I was correct with respect to Korea
and Java. Perhaps it will yet appear
that I was correct also with respect to
Poland and India.

I said further:

Mr. President, I feel that the adoption of
the charter will be one step more toward
compulsory and military conscription, and
all that goes with war.

Only 18 months after I delivered that
speech, a bill was introduced providing
for universal military conscription. I
never could understand why the advice
of George Washington, to keep America
from becoming involved with almost
every other country on the globe, has not
been heeded.
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I continued:

In my opinion, the charter is not at all
sgimilar to the Constitution of the United
States which was adopted by the original
colonies. I may say at this point that I agree
with what the distinguished Senater from
New Hampshire, Mr. Brioges, sald earlier in
the day, when he stated:

“Most important of all, the American Con-
stitution went to great length to guarantee
genuine equality to States entering into the
Union. Neither Ben Franklin nor the other
members of the Constitutional Convention
would have tolerated a constitution by which
2 or 3 or 5 of the States were given a veto
power over all of the rest.”

Mr. President, I hold in my hand a
copy of the charter which was adopted.
Let me make it clear that from the day
the Senate voted to approve the United
Nations Charter, no Senator has been
more loyal or more honest in carrying
out the theory of the United Nations
than has the Senator from North Da-
kota. So long as the experiment was to
be tried, I was for it. Only one other
Senator, Senator Shipstead, of Minne-
sota, voted against it. Hiram Johnson,
on his deathbed in the hospital, was
paired against the United Nations
Charter.

Mr. President, have we not the right
to wonder, in considering the pending
joint resolution, who is to help us if we
get into war on the mainland of China?
Who is to send troops over there?

Who signed this charter? It was
signed by China, the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, the United King-
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ire-
land, United States of America, France,
Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia,
Brazil, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa
Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,
the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt,
El Salvador, Ethiopia, Greece, Guate-
mala, Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, Iraq,
Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico,
the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicara-
gua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru,
the Philippine Commonwealth, Poland,
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Turkey, Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of South
Africa, Uruguay, Venezuela, and Yugo-
slavia.

That is a list of 51 countries, if I have
counted correctly. Yet, when we became
involved in the so-called police action
in Korea, where were all these countries
that had signed this high-sounding
charter? .

Is it not true that the United States
paid 95 percent of the cost? Is it not
true that 95 percent of the casualties
of the United Nations forces in Korea
were American boys?

I want to say, in passing, that my vote
against the United Nations Charter is
one vote I have never regretted.

If the resolution is passed, if 500 or
1,000 miles inside the mainland of China
there is a concentration of hundreds of
planes, or a concentration of trainloads
of ammunition, or a concentration of
troops in training, is the United States
going to sit idly by?

We have a President who said yester-
day that he is perfectly willing to assume
the responsibility. However, I repeat I
do not believe that the United States
Senate ought now to give him a blank
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check, without coming back to the Sen-
ate, if he wants to come back, to involve
our country in war with 400 million peo-
ple on the mainland of China, a country
that never has been defeated in all its
history.

Mr. President, I for one by my vote do
not intend to send a single American boy
1o the slaughter fields of the mainland of
China.

I wish to come back to the resolution.
The resolution provides:

The President of the United States be and
he is hereby authorized to employ the Armed
Forces of the United States as he deems
necessary for the specific purpose of securing
and protecting Formosa and the Pescadores
against armed attack, this authority to in-
clude the securing and protection of such
related positions and territories of that area
now in friendly hands and the taking of such
other measures—

I repeat—
and the taking of such other measures as he
judges to be required or appropriate in assur-
ing the defense of Formosa and the Pesca-
dores.

In other words, we are authorizing the
President to do anything he wants to do
with the approval of the Senate, and we
are authorizing him to do it in advance.
If a war should come, how would any
Senator be able to criticize the President
several months from now for something
he did?

Certainly now is the time to say that
we do not want to become involved in
any war on the mainland of China.

Mr. President, our State Department
is a funny kind of organization. I voted
on the floor of the Senate about 4 or 5
years ago to give the State Department
millions of dollars, because it was said
by the State Department that it wanted
to set up a school to train diplomats.
The spokesmen for the Department said
that some of the other countries had such
schools, some of which were 300 years
old. They said, “Now we were going to
see to it that our diplomats are just as
smart as those of any other country.”

The State Department has those mil-
lions of dollars. Yet, Mr. President, who
have been appointed as diplomats under
this administration? The vice presi-
dent of the Chase National Bank; the
son of John D. Rockefeller; a partner of
Dillion-Reed, who knew no more about
diplomacy when he was appointed than
I do. We have a very fine lady, Clare
Boothe Luce, in Italy, who had as much
experience in diplomacy as I had. Mr.
Guggenheim, the millionaire, represents
us in Portugal. There are others.

Of course, I have forgotten Nelson
Rockefeller, who was appointed a few
weeks ago as some kind of roving Am-
bassador. Yet we appropriated millions
of dollars to get trained diplomats.

I hold in my hand an article which
appeared in the Washington Daily News
a few days ago. The title of the article
is “Five Years Ago Formosa Was
Thought ‘Worthless’.” It was written by
R. H. Shackford, a Scripps-Howard staff
writer. I shall read a portion of the
article:

There is no stranger case in modern Amer-
ican political and military “diplomacy” than
the postwar policy toward Formosa.

Less than 5 years ago the United States
considered Formosa worthless. Tod.ay it is
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considered vital to the defense of the-free
world.

Now that President Eisenhower has
pledged to keep Formosa out of Communist
hands, the State Department’s Special Guid-
ance No. 28 to its personnel on Formosa,
dated December 23, 1949, makes strange read-
ing today. It said in part:

“Loss of the island (Formosa) is widely
anticipated. * * *

“All material should be used best to
counter the false impression that its loss
would seriously damage the interests of
either the United States or of other coun-
tries opposing communism; that the United
States is responsible for or committed in any
way to act to save Formosa. * * *

“Emphasize as appropriate (that) * * *
Formosa has no special military signifi-
cance * * * the island is of no special stra-
tegic advantage to the Chinese Communist
armed forces.”

That is not Brur Lancer talking: that
is the State Department of the United
States of America, for which Congress
appropriates hundreds of millions of dol-
lars a year. Only a short time ago For-
mosa was said to be of no use; now it is
of great importance. 3

It reminds me of World War I. Sen-
ator after Senator who upon this floor
voted for World War I afterwards said
we made a mistake, that we should never
have become involved in World War I.
That can be found in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp. Today, when we talk with al-
most any Senator, he says, “How nice it
would have been if we had let Germany
and Russia fight each other and we had
not been involved.”

In conclusion, Mr. President, T simply
wish to repeat that every Senator who
votes for this resolution is authorizing
the President of the United States, with
the consent of the Senate, to send troops
anywhere, possibly thousands of miles
into the mainland of China. It may be
desirable to do that as time goes on; 1
would not know about that; but, cer-
tainly, so far as the senior Senator from
North Dakota is concerned, he is nof
going to vote at this time to give a blank
check to the President of the United
States to use “any and all other means’—
to quote from the resolution—to do as
he pleases.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp, fol-
lowing my remarks on my amendment,
certain representative telegrams which
I have received from various parts of the
country.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

New Yorg, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Hon. WILLIAM LANGER,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.»

American Political Action Committee, a
nationwide, nonpartisan political commit-
tee opposed to communism, soclalism, and
internationalism, favors the defense of For-
mosa and Pescadores, but urges amendment
that nothing contained in resolution shall
be construed as empowering President to
send a single American soldier to mainland
of China or to defend islands within 12 miles
of Chinese coast. Former Senator Taft, in
last public message, specifically warned
against sending American troops to maine
land of China.

Hamrmiton Fiswe,

P}‘estdent, American Political Action
Commitiee.
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Hor SPRINGS, ARK., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiaM LANGER,
Washington, D. C.:

As a Republican voter and campaigner for
Eisenhower I hope—certainly with millions
of other Americans—that you will not sub-
mit to pressure for hysterla because your
courage can still save the lives of millions of
American men, women, and children.

Dr. K. KAUFFMANN-GRINSTEAD.

SHAWANO, WiIs., January 27, 1955.
Senator LANGER,
Washington, D, C.r
Fight this malarkey staff. Be all-Amer-
ican.
M. E. BLACK.

LAFAYETTE, IND., January 26, 1855.
Hon. WiLLiaM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Thank you for working against Chinese
war, Keep debate going for few more days
and even Washington will hear people’s

rayers for peace.
% JOHN SCHUDER.

Syracuse, N, Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Hearty congratulations on vote against
the defend Formosa resolution in committee.
Continue fight in Senate.
Horace A. EATON.

PHILADELPHIA, Pa., January 27, 1955.
Senator WirLiam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We support your opposition to the resolu-
tion on Formosa which will serve only to
start a third world war. To maintain peace
this resolution must be defeated.

Irvin and BEATRICE SCHREIBMAN.

PHILADELPHIA, Pa., January 26, 1955.
Senator WiLLiam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Endorse your opposition to Formosa reso-
lution. Urge you make every effort to get
Senate to return resolution to your commit-
tee for purpose of holding public hearings
80 that people’s sentiment can be heard.
Max R. MILLMAN,

-

PHILADELPHIA, Pa., January 26, 1955.
Benator WiLLiam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your opposition to in-
volvement of our country in preventative
war. The lives of our sons should not be
sacrificed to promote the Chiang Kai-shek
gang in China civil war. As parents we be-
leve that you express the will of the Ameri-
can people.
Davip and SopHIE Davis.

New Yorg, N. Y., January 26, 1955.
Hon. WirLiam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Vital you oppose war over Formosa.
Thank you.
Cuep Vuckovic,
MounT VERNON, N. Y,, January 26, 1955.
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
‘We support your stand opposing sending
of United States troops to Chinese mainland,
Mr. and Mrs. JOHN PRATT.
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PHILADELPHIA, Pa., January 26, 1955,
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.r
Strongly urge opposition to Eisenhower's
Formosa proposal a serious threat to world
peace,
Mrs. ROSE SMUKLER.

San FrRANCISCO, CaLIF., January 26, 1955,
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Thank you for opposing the President's
proposals regarding Formosa. Please keep up
the fight.

Mrs. T. SURIAN,

DerrorT, MicH., January 26, 1955.
Senator WiLLiam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

I applaud your decision not to support an-
other Korean adventure, this time in For-
mosa. Congratulations. Millions of people
agree with you.

JoHN CONLEY.
DeTtroIT, MICcH., January 26, 1955,
Senator WiLriam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.»

Commend you on courageous stand to pro-
tect American lives. No winner when the
atom bomb falls.

Mr. and Mrs. AERON KRASNER.

MounT VERNON, N. Y., January 26, 1955,
Senator WILLIAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.?
Congratulations for your opposition to send
United States troops to China.
Lou PRATT.

Detrorr, MicH., January 26, 1955.
Senator WiLLiaM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAr BiL: Encouraged by your TV analy-
sls to believe that some Members of Senate
will avoid emotional and blind following of
trap set by China lobby. Thank you and
more power to you.

IavinGg RICHTER.

PHILADELPHIA, PA,, January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiaM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

I support your opposition to Eisenhower's
resolution on Formosa. We must not risk
war to support interventions in Chinese
affairs.

JOSEPH SCHWARTZ.

PHILADELPHIA, PA,, January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLrLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulate your stand against preven-
tive war resolution. Urge your continued
opposition and urge holding of vote until
sentiment of American public fully reg-
istered.
‘W. B. MoRTON.
DETROIT, MICH., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiaM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.2
Commend your position on Formosa, For
the sake of our children let's not rush into
a war. There is time for open hearings and
work through the United Nations.
Mary ANN DooHa,
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PrESCOTT, ARrrz,, January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
United States Senate,
a Washington, D. C.:
Millions of honest and loyal Americans are
hoping and praying today that your behavior
on the Senate floor will not discourage faith-
ful Americans from performing whole=-
heartedly their duty to home and country,
nor lend courage and comfort to our treach-
erous enemy. Ponder this serlously lest you
fall victim to your own conceit.
Dr. 8. H. ROBINSON.

New YoRE, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.2

Strongly and fervently wurge Formosa
question be taken to U. N. immediately.
President’s plan, especially protection of
Quemoy and Matsu certain to involve us in
war. This will be the saddest hour In our
Nation’s history if we permit ourselves to
be sucked .into this horrible situation. It
will mean all-out war.

Mowica HALLER.
New Yorg, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Hon. WiLLiam LANGER,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.:

In considering Formosa resolution, follow-
ing facts must be weighed: No Communist
leader to date threatened invasion of Formosa
by surface forces, which in presence of Tth
Fleet, impossible,. Communist threats al-
Iuded to liberation of Formosa and could be
accomplished by aerial destruction of phys-
ical assets of Chiang Kai-shek regime and
its complete elimination as political factor
in world affairs. Threat to Formosa not
Chinese army but Chinese air force. Presi-
dent’'s statement “We must be alert to any
concentration or employment of Chinese
Communist forces obviously undertaken to
facilitate attack upon Formosa and be pre-
pared to take appropriate military action,”
would give him power to attack any and all
Chinese air force, a concentration of Chi-
nese air force anywhere in China appears to
constitute threat to Formosa. Such action
by us would mean full-scale atomic global
war with China and Russia—without par-
ticipation of our allles—war for which, in
my opinion, we are utterly unprepared.
Since we have reached atomic stalemate in
which both sides have necessary nuclear
weapons and aircraft with which to destroy
each other completely, our ability to survive
enemy surprise air attack depends primarily
on capability of our continental air defense
to destroy the invading air force. We were
officially informed throughout recent years
that Russia was building powerful defensive
air force. Yet our own effort in this direc-
tion has been meager. Today we have only
2,000 appropriate aircraft with which to de-
fend continental United States, from Alaska
to Florida, California to Maine. This means
that regardless of superiority of our Btrategic
Air Force, if Russia’s air armada, including
even obsolescent propeller bombers, launch
atomic attack against us, they could saturate
our meager alr defenses. Total destruction
of United States under such circumstances is
possibility. I suggest therefore that conti-
nental air defense of United States be gilven
A-1 priority over and above any military
expenditures for any other purpose whatso-
ever.

ALEXANDER P. DE SEVERSKY.
PHILADELPHIA, PA., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLIAM LANGER,
Washington, D. C.:

Warmest congratulations on your opposl=
tion to Formosa resolution. We believe reso-
lution greatest war danger and should be
killed and not amended. &

JosepH and CHARLOTTE SCHATZ.
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CHIcAGO, TLL., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Your opposition to our involvement Chi-
nese conflict deserves highest commendation.
Please clarify issues on Seznate floor; bring
facts to people. They rally to your support.
Great majority American people will bless
your fight against involvement. Flease ac-
cept our support.

God bless you.

EpwIN JOHNSON,
Chairman,
Northwest Peace Committee.

_—

MarrN Crry, Cavrr., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLIAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Wish to congratulate you on your stand
against the Eisenhower Formosa resolu-

n.
iz Mr. and Mrs. MALLOUF.

Los ANGELES, CarIr., January 27, 1955,
Senator WiLLIaAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Earnestly urge you vote no power to Presi-
dent to arbitrarily make war with China.
This is invitation to all-out war, which
would open door to nuclear destruction.
World ls sick of war. Cannot survive devas-
tation of modern warfare.
PAULINE WATKINS.

SavusarrTo, Cavrr., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your opposition to
Formosa resolution. Hope you will continue
your efforts.
. A. P, SaXTON.
LinpseorG, Kans,, January 27, 1955.
Benator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations. I am glad you had the
courage to speak out as you did.
MARGARET S. GREENOUGH.

8an FrANCISCO, CALIF., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Appreciate your stand against war-power
resolution. Urge you to filibuster or delay
action any possible way so as to give people
time to speak to their Senators. When they
do, this monstrous measure will never pass.
Yours for peace and the honor of America.

Marcorm and LILLIAN CALDWELL.

New Yorg, N. Y., January 26, 1955.
Senator WiLLiaM LANGER,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

As patriotic American longtime former
resident Far East, urge determined opposi-
tion administration policy Quemoy aspect
Formosan iesue. Radford should be able in-
tercept Communist amphibious attack by
deploying fleet off coast near Amoy without
our holding the island, which has same rela-
tion to city of Amoy as Staten Island to
New York. Question, Would the United
States tolerate comparable situation? Rad-
ford not infallible; Joint Staffs declared only
few years ago that even Formosa was not
essential to defense our country. This is a
political decision, and recall remark Clemen-
ceau that war is too important to be directed
by generals.
. EDGAR SALINGER.
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CHICAGO, ILyL., January 26, 1955.
Senator WiLLiaMm LANGER,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.
Dear BruL: Your opposition to Eisenhower
request for more undeclared war has en-
hanced your-already tremendous standing in
the country as an honorable, courageous,
true-speaking Senator, deserving to be Presi-
dent. As soon as you appear Chicago you
will see direct proof you speak for American
people.
Burr McCLOSKEY,

WasHINGTON, D. C., January 27, 1955,
Senator WiLLiam E. LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
This is to express our appreciation at your
efforts to remove the blank-check aspects of
the Formosa resolution. Certainly this is no
time for such ambiguity as this resolution
contains' regarding the coastal islands and
possible military action. Every effort should
be made to reach a solution to this tense
situation through the United Nations rather
than through unilateral action.
E. RayMonD WILSON,
Friends Commiliee on National
Legislation.

WasHiNGTON, D. C., January 27, 1955.
Hon. Winriam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Hope fight will be continued for amend-
ments, excluding Quemoy and Matsu from
Formosa resolution. President's assuming
responsibility for decision regarding scope of
military action does not legalize our moving
into islands which are clearly China'’s. Why
must resolution be rushed through? People
Jjust beginning to realize possible dangers of
action authorized by resolution. Time
should be given for expression of public opin-
ion. Appreciate stand you have taken.
Please keep on fighting.

MABLE VERNON,
Chairman, Peoples Mandate Com=
mittee, Boston House.

New Yorg, N. Y., January 28, 1955.
Senator WiLLiam LaNGER,
Washington, D. C.:
‘We heartily approve the position you have
taken in the Formosa question.
Mr. and Mrs. ALtan M. FERRES.

Evansron, Ir., January 28, 1955.
Senator WirLiam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your courageous posi-
tion regarding Formosan resolution. Urge
you insist on referral of problem to United
Nations for permanent solution.
FLORENCE ZINER.
BrewsTER, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiam LANGER,
Washington, D. C.:
Commend your stand and urge continued
oposition to China lobby and preventive war,
CarL DREHER.

Van Nuys, Cavrr., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Keep the power to declar war in hands of
Congress. Urge we stay out of Formosa. It
is a territory of China which we recognized
at Potsdam and Cairo. Let's not risk our
boys' lives and provoke a dangerous war.
Admire your always watchful and courageous
stand.

FrEpA MALLEN.

January 28

HigaTsTowN, N. J., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiam LANGER,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

We support your stand against the Presi-
dent's Formosa policy resolution. We urge
you to act to defeat it.

Mr. and Mrs. A. LINOWITE.

OsERLIN, OHIO, January 27, 1955.
Senator WirLiam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We wholeheartedly support your views on
the Formosa situation. We hope the reso-
lution will be defeated by the Senate.

GERALD LEHMAN
(For Eugent V. Debs Club, Oberlin
Pacifist Fellowship, Oberlin Chap-
ter, Students for Democratic
Action, and 54 others).

SEATTLE, WasH., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiaM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Fight and stop the President’s resolution

on Formosa.
W. D. ANDERSON.
Derrorr, MicH., January 28, 1955.
Senator WiLrLiam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Deeply appreciative of your courageous in-
telligent opposition to the war drive. I urge
you to continue your good work for peaceful
settlement of world tensions.

Hevrca Henz.
DetrorT, MIcH., January 28, 1955.
Senator WiLriam LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Your and your colleagues stand against
possible third world war is a fortress of in-
spiration to us. You are leading the tide
of reversal against leaders who are laggard
in the abolition of war. The vast majority
are with you.

DETROIT AMERICAN RALLY,

WasHiNcTON, D. C., January 27, 1955.
Hon. WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Public only now learning implications of
United States commitments in Far East.
Please fight for time to reach all the people.
Urge acceptance of amendment which will
restrict United States obligations to defense
of jurisdictional line. We want continued
support of our allies and also U. N. solution
of Formosa problem. Want no war with
China. Grateful for all your efforts to main-
tain peace.

EmiTH J. GOCDE.
DavenreorT, Iowa, January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiam LANGER,
United States Senate:

This is no preventive war but the best
hope to prevent war. I beg you not to give
aid and comfort to the Communists and de-
stroy hope that clear and decisive statement
of our intentions may deter aggression. We
who have sons of military age must hold
you partly responsible for the issue.

EpwinN B. LINDSAY.

Saw Frawcisco, CALIF., January 27, 1955,
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on the courage and wis-
dom you have shown on the China resclution.
With kindest personal regards.

JOSEPH LYNCH.
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LonG BEACH, CALIF., January 28, 1955,
Benator WiLLiaM LANGER,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations on fight against preven-
tive war resolution. American lives should
not be risked to maintain Chiang. Mac-
Arthur proposal we abolish war should re-
ceive consideration,
Regards.
Georce E. SHIBLEY.

8an Dieco, Cavrr., January 27, 1955,
Benator WiLLiaMm LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Work as you never have before. The heart
and hopes of those who share similar ethical
first principles are with you.

TroMAS F. WRIGLEY.

New York, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Congratulations your fight for peace
against Eisenhower war proposals. Urge con-
tinuous fight until American people able
realize fully true meaning Eisenhower-
Knowland war now program. War against
China would mean devastating worldwide
atom-hydrogen bomb war.
WiiLiam EgLLY.

WHITESTONE, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiaMm LANGER,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

Dear SENATOR: We were heartened by your
eourageous and independent stand on the
crucial issue of Formosa. We are hoping
that you can clearly and forcefully carry
your argument through the committee in
favor of presenting the case to the United
Nations.

Seymour CUKER.

New Yorg, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiaM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Thank you for your deep concern for peace
as evidenced by your position against pre-
ventive on other war in current discussions
on China.

BENJAMIN SEGAL, M. D.

PHILADELPHIA, PA., January 26, 1955,
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Strong opposition to Eisenhower’'s For-
mosa proposal. A serious threat to world
peace.

WILLIAM SMUKLER,

BALTIMORE, Mp., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLLiAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building:
Congratulations on your courage and
statesmanship in Formosa debate.
Mr. and Mrs, HERBERT SHUGER.

Farco, N. Dak., January 27, 1955.
Senator WiLrLiaMm LANGER,
Senate Office Building:

Bravo.  Strongly support your Formosa
stand. Glad someone thinks of boys who
have to do the dring.

Dr. and Mrs. L. E. HUSCHEA.

Saw FraNcIsco, CaLIF., January 27, 1955,
Senator WiLLiIAM LANGER,

Senate Office Building:

We support your opposition against Presi-
dent Eisenhower's proposal to defend For-
mosa which could precipitate war.

Mr. and Mrs. Louis KaTz.
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Avstow, MicH., January 27, 1955.
Senator WnLiaM LANGER,
United States Senate:
Congratulations on opposition to Presi-
dent’s Formosan policy. Peaceful solution
imperative.
ARTHUR W. MUNK,
Albion College.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BIBLE
in the chair). The Senator will state it.

Mr. KNOWLAND. What is the pend-
ing question before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. LANGER].

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
sugegest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Fulbright McClellan
Allott George McNamara
Anderson Goldwater Millikin
Barkley Gore Monroney
Barrett Green Morse
Beall Hayden Mundt
Bender Hennings Murray
Bennett Hickenlooper Neuberger
Bible Hin O'Mahoney
Bricker Holland Pastore
Bridges Hruska Payne
Bush Humphrey Purtell
Butler Ives Robertson
Byrd Jackson Russell
Capehart Jenner Saltonstall
Carlson Johnston, 8. C. Schoeppel
Case, N. J. Kefauver Scott

Case, S. Dak Kerr Smathers
Chavez Kilgore Smith, Maine
Clements Enowland Smith, N. J
Cotton Kuchel Sparkman
Curtis Langer Stennis
Daniel Lehman Symington
Dirksen Long Thurmond
Douglas Magnuson Thye

Duff Malone Watkins
Dworshak Mansfield Welker
Eastland Martin, Towa Wiley
Ellender Martin, Pa. Williams
Ervin McCarthy Young

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. Frear] and
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
NEeELY] are absent on official business.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHaN-
son] and the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] are absent by leave
of the Senate because of illness.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Vermont [Mr, FLAN-
pERs] is necessarily absent.

1 also announce that the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. PorTER] is absent on offi-
cial business as a member of the Ameri-
can delegation attending the 10th anni-
versary of the World War II Battle of
Alsace, at Colmar, France.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brere in the chair). A quorum is
present.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the
question before the Senate is on the
amendment offered by the senior Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr, LANGER],
numbered 1-26-55A, to Senate Joint Res-
olution 28, or its companion, House Joint
Resolution 159.

First, I wish to say that at no point in
any of the testimony which I heard be-
fore the combined committees, or, in
fact, in no discussion at any conference
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I have ever attended, either during this
session of Congress or at any prior ses-
sion of Congress, and in no conversation
I have ever had with any of our com-
manders in the Far East, beginning with
General MacArthur and since that time,
have I ever heard a responsible military
official or a responsible civilian official of
the United States suggest that there was
any intent or desire to land American
ground troops in China. So I think the
Recorp should be very clear that that
issue is not involved.

The amendment offered by the senior
Senator from North Dakota reads as
follows:

Nothing in this resolution shall be con-
strued to authorize the President to use our
Armed Forces on the mainland of China, or
to intervene in defense of any islands con-
trolled by the Chinese Nationalist Govern-
ment within 12 ‘miles of the coast of China
except for the specific purpose of helping to
withdraw Nationalist troops and civilians
from such islands.

Mr. President, if the amendment were
agreed to by the Senate, and were con-
curred in by the House, while, of course,
it could not affect in any way whatever
the constitutional power of the President
as Commander in Chief, nevertheless it
would be a negative moral action by the
Senate and, in effect, would at least
morally, if not legally, constitutionally
tie the hands of the Commander in Chief,
regardless of what the circumstances
might be.

While it is true and quite proper, as I
think every IMember of the Senate recog-
nizes, that under the Constitution only
Congress can declare war, nevertheless
I believe that every Member of this body
realizes that in this day and age of the
airplane and atomic weapons, conditions
have changed considerably from those
which existed at the time the Constitu-
tional Convention was held at Philadel-
phia. I merely wish to cite a practical
problem.

Suppose that on a given day in the
future—and we all hope that such a situ-
ation will never confront the people or
the Government of the United States, or
any president of the United States, re-
gardless of his party—the outer chain of
radar stations in far northern Canada
and Alaska should disclose that a thou-
sand Soviet planes were over Canada,
headed for the United States and that
intelligence prior to that time had indi-
cated a great build-up of Soviet power
and a stockpiling of weapons at the for-
ward Soviet bases.

Does any Member of the Senate or any
citizen of the United States, assuming
tkhat Congress was not in session, or even
assuming that Congress was in session
but had recessed over the weekend, or,
indeed, even assuming that Congress
was in session and had some matters
under debate, believe that, under those
circumstances, the President of the
United States would wait until the first
of those bombers were over North Dako-
ta, Minnesota, Illinois, Washington, Ore-
gon, or California, and had dropped
their first bombs, before it would be con-
siderea that an act of war had been
declared upon us? Of course, the an-
swer is “No.”
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Would any Member of Congress wish
to debate for 5 days whether, perhaps,
that was merely an exercise by the
Soviet air force to see how close they
could come to the Canadian-United
States frontier before turning around
and going back? I think not. Any
President of the United States who, as
Chief Executive and Commander in Chief
of the Armed Forces, did not exercise
his responsibilities under such conditions
to defend the basic security interests of
the United States probably would be
subject to impeachment, if anyone was
left in Washington, under those circum-
stances, to impeach him.

So, for better or for worse, the condi-
tions under which we now live make it
obvious that situations might arise in
which Congress would not have an op-
portunity actually to make a declaration
of war. Yet up to a certain point, at
least, though there would be an obvious
threat to the vital security of the Nation,
there might not be a foot of United States
territory invaded.

The President of the United States, as
has been pointed out on several occa-
sions, has made it very clear that his
desire, in this resolution, is to stabilize
conditions in the Pacific and to bring
about a condition of peace in the world.
He recognizes the fact that we cannot
constantly back up without bringing on
a greater danger of war, Thus, if a line
were to be drawn, we could not, continu-
ally retreat and allow island after island,
and area after area, to be taken over by
the Communist world without endanger-
ing the security of the basic defense line
in the Pacific.

The amendment offered by the senior
Senator from North Dakota would not
tie the hands of the President, constitu-
tionally, because nothing we could do by
resolution would, in my opinion, add even
one iota to or take away in the slightest
any of his constitutional powers as Com-
mander in Chief. But morally such ac-
tion would tend to say to the President
that though we recognize he has a re-
sponsibility, though we, as a Senate,
place certain additional responsibilities
upon him under the resolution, still, if
the Chinese Communists attack our
forces, we shall, to this extent at least,
morally tie the hands of the President
as Commander in Chief,

To take another practical example,
what would the effect of the amendment
of the Senator from North Dakota be?
Suppose that on a mission of mercy, ad-
vance notice having been given to the
entire world, as the President has given,
after an agreement, if such an agree-
ment be entered into with the Govern-
ment of the Republic of China, there is
to be a redeployment of certain Chinese
Nationalist forces on the Tachen
Islands. Let us assume that our naval
vessels are acting as a sereen; that our
naval planes or Air Force planes from
Okinawa, or elsewhere, are also present
as a cover. Suppose that at that point
the Chinese Communists send some of
their Soviet-built MIG planes to attack
the cover and to attack the American
screen. Under those circumstances, do
we want to say, even morally, though
constitutionally it would have no effect,
that when they have attempted to at-
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tack us, and have attacked us, with our
planes fighting and firing back, as they
would—and I do not think there is a
single Member in the Chamber who
would expect our forces to be present as
sitting ducks, to be fired upon, and not
permitted to fire back—that we could
pursue them only to—where? Only to
within 12 miles of the China coast, and
that then we were to stop? Would we
not be declaring publicly that the at-
tackers would have a sanctuary at that
point? A sanctuary for what? To fly
perhaps a few miles inland, or, perhaps,
as the Senator from North Dakota says,
a hundred miles inland. To do what?
To build up their air forces, to refuel
their planes with jet fuel, to take on ad-
ditional bombs, to fill their magazines
with ammunition. For what purpose?
So they could turn around and attack
the American fleets and the American
air units again. In other words, we
would be building another Yalu sanctu-
ary, and would be asking our men to
fight in fact with one hand, if not both
hands, tied behind their backs.

The President has made that aspect of
the question very clear. This is a reso-
lution designed to preserve the peace.
There will be no war, under the resolu-
tion, unless the Chinese Communists
elect to make war. But if they should
elect to make war, then it seems to me
we should not tie the hands of the Com-
mander in Chief, either legally or mor-
ally.

For these reasons I ask that the
amendment offered by the Senator from
North Dakota be rejected.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, if the Senator from California
yields the floor, I should like to make a
statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota is recog-
nized.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres-
ident, the amendment which has been
offered by the Senator from North Da-
kota is an amendment which, taken
alone, would commend itself to many
people throughout the country. Because
I do not expect to vote for the amend-
ment, I wish to make a few brief state-
ments about it, and to make clear that
if the amendment should be rejected,
as I think it will be, that rejection
should not be construed by indirection
to say that the intent of the pending
resolution is to give the President a
directive to use forces on the mainland
of China. It does not do that. Many
people, however, may get the wrong im-
pression from various speculations that
are being made.

Mr. President, I wish to give point
to this situation by reading a part of
Ned Calmer's broadcast as reported on
the CBS World News Roundup this
morning, It was Bob Schackne’s report
from Tokyo. I was startled by it when
I heard it on the radio this morning. I
had my staff call the CBS office in New
York to get a transcript of the broad-
cast, and I have in my hand what they
furnished me. I read now from Bob
Schackne’s report from Tokyo at 8
o'clock this morning:

The Alr Force has rushed war planes to
Korea to meet the crisis in the Formosa
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Straits. Fifty planes, half sabrejets and
half propeller-driven bombers, were sent to
Korea at the same time they were ordered
to Formosa. A glance at the map explains
why. South Korea is closer than any other
territory in the Allied hands to Shanghai,
only 366 miles. It is in the Shanghai area
that the Communists have concentrated
twelve to fourteen hundred planes, includ-
ing some 250 MIG’s, and possibly some hun=-
dreds of IL-28 twin jet bombers. These are
the planes that threaten the United States
Tth Fleet and Formosa., In standard Air
Force tactics, the best way to counter this
threat is to strike directly and destroy the
Red airbase. The best weapon to use is a
tactical atomic bomb. The Air Force has
the plane to do the job—_the F-84 Thunder
Jet, which can fiy great distances and refuel
in midair.

Whether this will be done is a decision
President Eisenhower has not yet made.
‘What the Air Force is doing is positioning
itself in case the order s lssued.

Mr. President, I do not believe that the
President of the United States is going to
decide on any move such as this com-
mentator suggests. If I did, I would sup-
port the pending amendment, because I
do not believe in starting war under the
guise of preventing war.

The resolution is intended, I believe,
only to give congressional approval to
defensive military action.

Nor do I believe that the illustration
which the able and distinguished Sen-
ator from California suggested accu-
rately deseribes the situation which
would exist if the amendment offered by
the Senator from North Dakota were to
be adopted. If a group of foreign planes
were to appear over Alaska or over Can-
ada or over the North Dakota border,
such action would violate the sovereignty
of the territory of Alaska, Canada, or
the United States as soon as the planes
crossed the border. Even before they
crossed the border defense would be in
action.

To be able to resist attack or even to
strike in another quarter after hostilities
have begun is quite different than in-
creasing the number of planes in South
Korea, with the described intent of be-
ing in a position to strike preventively
at Shanghai with a tactical atomie bomb
to destroy a Red air base 365 miles be=
yond Korea—if that were the intent,
which I do not believe.

Now, I do not know what the effect of
this broadcast was when it was heard in
other places of the world today, but I
suspect it has created some suspicion of
the intent of the resolution. It may add
to unhealthy fears that do exist.

Mr. President, I was impressed by the
speech of Gen. Douglas MacArthur yes-
terday at Los Angeles. On the occasion
of his birthday memorial at Los Angeles
General MacArthur was quoted as
saying:

Present tensions with thelr threat of na-
tional annihilations are kept allve by two

great illusions. “The one a complete belief
on the part of the Soviet world that the capi-
talist countries are preparing to attack
them, * * * and the other a complete be-
lief on the part of the capitalistic countries
that the Soviets are preparing to attack us.”

Both are wrong, he said. For elther side
war with the other would mean nothing but
disaster. “But the constant acceleration of
preparation may well, without specific in-
tent, ultimately produce a spontaneocus
combustion.”
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The wisdom of General MacArthur
was attested no later than a few days
ago, when the Subcommittee on Inter-
nal Security, by unanimous vote of Sen-
ators on both sides, as I understand, said
that five commanders who had been in
Korea applauded the wisdom of General
MacArthur.

Mr. President, when a broadcast from
Tokyo tells of a buildup in Korea of our
planes and a concentration of Red
planes in Shanghai, and says that the
best way to counter this threat is to
strike directly and destroy the Red air-
base and that the best weapon to use is
a tactical atomic bomb, I do not wonder
that fears are being generated.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield to
the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. ATKEN. As I understand him,
the Senator from South Dakota has read
from the opinion of a radio broadcaster
in Japan, who referred to a buildup of
1,200 or 1,400 planes in Shanghai. Does
it not make sense for us to warn the Chi-
nese Government that if it uses those
1,200 or 1,400 warplanes in attacking

Formosa, or in violating the armistice in

Korea, or in any other friendly country,
we shall do our utmost to blow them off
the map in China?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Yes, but
the premise of the Senator from Ver-
mont does not conform to the broadcast.
I wholly endorse the idea of saying to
the Red Chinese, “Come no farther,” but
I do not endorse the idea of saying that
we are increasing planes in Korea to
make a preventive strike at Shanghai
before there is an attack or movement
from that quarter, and that we are going
to use an atomic tactical weapon. I do
not believe that the President will sanc-
tion any such first move on our part.

Mr. AIKEN. Is it not fair to the Chi-
nese, to the American people, and to the
rest of the world, to tell them that if
the Chinese Communists use those 1,200
or 1,400 planes against us or our allies,
we shall take action?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If they
use them, yes, but the Senator begs the
question. The suggestion of the broad-
cast was not if the Reds used them, but
if they concentrated them and build
them up at Shanghai, “the best way to
counter this threat is to strike directly
and destroy the Red air force.” To my
mind, that is starting the war. As long
as those planes are on the ground there
is a possibility that hostilities may be
averted.

Mr. AIKEN. Is the Senator from
South Dakota in favor of waiting until
any or all of the 1,200 or 1,400 planes
drop bombs on Korea? ¢

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. No;Iam
not suggesting that we wait until they
strike Eorea or until they hit Formosa;
but I am suggesting that it does not
make for a solution of a very difficult
problem if we suggest that the purpose
of the resolution is to give the President
a directive to make a preventive strike
at Shanghai, 365 miles beyond Korea.

Mr. AIEEN. I, for one, cannot see the
sense of letting them strike first. If they
are warned, as the President is warning
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them, and as the Congress should warn
them, the chances of their striking us are
much less than if we draw a line and
say, “Do all you want behind this line,
but do not cross it.” That simply does
not make sense, from a defensive stand-
point,

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Well, un-
til hostilities begin, they have as much
right to do what they want on their own
soil as we do. I do not want the Reds
to limit what we do in our area. The
Senator from Vermont must not mis-
understand my position in regard to the
Langer amendment. I have said I shall
not vote for the Langer amendment, but
I do not want my position in that con-
nection to be interpreted as indicating
that I believe the joint resolution carries
a directive to the President to use our
troops on the mainland of China in ad-
vance of any attack by the Chinese
Communists.

Mr. AIEEN. But in the event the Red
Chinese were to attack our planes in the
air, or our ships on the waters around
Formosa, and if we had instructed the
President not to send our Armed Forces
closer than 12 miles to the mainland of
China, and then assuming that 1,200 or
1,400 planes from Shanghai were to
make a diversionary attack upon Korea,
would not the islands of Quemoy and
Matsu assume tremendous importance to
us at that time?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think
s0.
Mr. AIEEN. And should not the
President be authorized to use our forces
to hold them, and thus bottle up the
harbors of Amoy and Foochow?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. ¥Yes, be-
cause the Senator includes in his hypo-
thetical situation the attack upon Korea.
I think the Senator from Vermont has
pointed out one of the difficulties under
the amendment of the Senator from
North Dakota, the adoption of which I
am not advocating. I do say, however,
that if we fail to adopt it, there should
not be read into the joint resolution a
directive calling for a preventive strike
before there is action on the part of a
potential enemy.

Mr. AIKEN. No, and I do not think

s0.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. In the
assumptions the Senator from Vermont
used—when he assumed they had struck,
and so forth—of course he assumed a
different situation.

Mr. AIKEN. Assuming that our in-
tellizence were to advise us they were
preparing for an attack at 5 o'clock to-
morrow morning——

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Of
course if our intellizence had advised
us that the Japanese fleet was steaming
toward Pearl Harbor and intended to at-
tack it, I think we should have struck
before the Japanese struck Pear]l Harbor.

Mr. AIKEN. Let me say I do not un-
derstand anything in the joint resolu-
tion to be a directive to the President to
use our Armed Forces to engage in a pre-
ventive war,

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I share
the interpretation of the Senator from
Vermont that nothing in the joint reso-
lution authorizes the making of a pre-
ventive strike or a preventive war.
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The Senator from Vermont may re-
member, however, that when the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] was plac-
ing an interpretation upon the state-
ment made yesterday by the President
of the United States, I expressly reserved
the right to make a different interpre-
tation from the one I thought the Sen-
ator from New Jersey was making.

I thought the President’s statement of
yvesterday, taken as it was intended, was
helpful. I did not like any interpreta-
tion of it which sought to read into it
a directive to make a preventive strike.

Mr. AIKEN. But does not the Sen-
ator from South Dakota believe that we
should warn the Chinese Communists
that if they make a strike at Korea or
Formosa or at any other place vital to
us, we will strike back wherever we can
do so most effectively, so as to make
sure——

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think
gmt is the intent of the joint resolu-

on.

Mr. ATKEN. So as to make sure that
our defenses will be protected.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think
glat is the intent of the joint resolu-

on.

Mr. ATKEN. Yes.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. My only
feeling of hesitancy about the joint reso-
lution really is that, because of some of
the indefinite phraseology it contains,
Chou En-lai’s declaration or ultimatum
of a few days ago in regard to his intent
regarding Formosa may lead him to
probing around to determine the unde-
fined position at which the trigger is
pulled, and that he might touch off the
spark. I am not anxious to have it
touched off.

Mr, AIKEN. That is right; he has vir-
tually served notice on us that he in-
tends to take this territory, which has
not as yet been declared as belonging to
China; and that if we try to prevent
his doing so, he will shoot at our forces
on sight. But I think, insofar as I am
concerned, there is nothing in the joint
resolution, which authorizes a preventive
war.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I share
that view of the Senator from Vermont.

On the point of title to Formosa let me
say my understanding is that when the
Japanese surrender was ordered by the
Japanese Government, it was agreed
among the allies that the surrender in
China and the surrender in Formosa
should be taken by the Chinese troops.
In our memorandum to the Far Eastern
Commission in connection with the peace
treaty for Japan, we indicated we
thought the United Nations should make
a final recommendation with respect to
the jurisdiction over Formosa. But be-
cause of the circumstances, Nationalist
China took the surrender in Formosa,
as it took the surrender on the continent
of China, which he was then occupying;
and, naturally, Chiang Kai-shek estab-
lished his headquarters of government
on Formosa, when he was forced from
the mainland.

Mr. AIKEN. Does not the Sznafor
from South Dakota believe that the
weakness of relying upon a United Na-
tions' decision as to the ultimate disposi-
tion of Formosa lies in the fact that the
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Chinese Communists have already reg-
istered a healthy disregard for the deci-
sions of the United Nations, particularly
in the case of Korea?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. They
have; but I do not expect any head of
either Chinese state to recognize the sov=
ereignty until he has to do it. I do not
see how any ruler of Nationalist China
at this time could publicly take any posi-
tion other than that which Chiang Kai-
shek has taken, namely, that he intends
to return to the mainland of China; nor
do I see how any ruler of Red China
could take any position, publicly, other
than that Chou En-lai has taken—
namely, that he expects to restore For-
mosa and the Pescadores to the control
of mainland China. I think that during
the years China has had a feeling that
once a Chinaman, always a Chinaman;
that once a national of China, always a
national of China.

Mr. AIKEN. Is it not a vital essential
that we rely upon all means at our com=
mand, including our own Armed Forces,
until such time as the United Nations has
acquired the means to enforce its own
decisions?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. When it
comes to a matter of forces, yes. But I
wish to affirm very definitely that the
part of the message of the President in
which he stated he would welcome action
by the United Nations to obtain a cease-
fire in the Formosa Straits was an in-
tegral part of his proposal.

Mr. AIKEN. That is true.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Further-
more, in my own thinking, I also place
a good deal of reliance upon the fact that
the authority the President requested
would terminate when he reported to the
Congress that the peace and security of
the area had reasonably been assured
through action taken by the United Na-
tions or otherwise. The last sentence of
the joint resolution includes specific
language to that effect.

Mr. AIKEN. That is true. We must
rely upon the United Nations as a great
moral force, But we must also realize
that at present the United Nations does
not have the strength to enforce its own
decisions, especially against a country
the size of China or Russia.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. Yes.
There is no disagreement on that score,

Mr, AIKEN. Yes.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. But, for
the REcorp—since the United Nations
has been brought into the discussion—
I should like to call attention to the fact
that the last paragraph of the joint
resolution reads as follows:

This resolution shall expire when the
President shall determine that the peace and
security of the area is reasonably assured by
international conditions created by action of
the United Nations or otherwise, and shall
80 report to the Congress,

I also call attention to that provision,
Mr, President, because amendments have
been suggested which would seek to spell
out an appeal to the United Nations in
more detail. It is important for the Sen-
ate and the country to realize that the
President’s message requesting this ac=
tion stated he would welcome a cease=-
fire effort by the United Nations; and
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that in the precise text of the joint reso-
lution itself, providing for termination of
the authority proposed to be granted,
there appears what the President him-
self requested, the specification that the
authority granted under the joint reso-
lution will expire “when the President
shall determine that the peace and se-
curity of the area is reasonably assured
by international conditions created by
action of the United Nations or other-
wise, and shall so report to the Con-
gress.”

Inasmuch as the United Nations has
been brought into the colloguy, I take
the opportunity at this time to say that
this language of the resolution itself
is why I do not think we are called upon
to adopt any of the amendments which
have been proposed for more elaborate
reference to the United Nations. I think
that is implicit in the resolution.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I wish to
yield first to the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. WELKER], who was first on his feet,
if he wishes to ask a question. If not, I
will yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, I am
grateful to my distinguished colleague
from South Dakota. I should like to ask
him a question.

Does the Senator happen to know
where the commentator received the in-
formation which he broadcast to Amer-
ica and all the rest of the world by way
of radio or television this morning?

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. No; I
do not. However, I have in my hand a
dispatch from the news ticker in the
lobby. I think it is the United Press re-
port. It is a dispatch from Taipei, dated
Saturday, but received here at 2:34 p. m.
Of course, Taipei time is a day ahead of
our time. The dispateh reports that:

United States Saberjets, flying from their
new Formosan bases, joined the powerfuny

reinforced 7th Fleet in the anti-Communist
patrol.

The dispatch contains more on the
buildup in that general area, and also
discloses that a Chinese pilot bailed out
from a Saberjet over Formosa yester-
day. The dispatch further refers to ac-
tion around the Tachens, and seems to
be thoroughly consistent with the one
factual statement in the broadcast from
Tokyo, to the effect that the number of
our planes in Korea is being increased.
However, the observations and the specu-
lation obviously were those of the com-
mentator.

Mr. WELKER. That leads me to a
further—and perhaps final—question,
I am certain that my distinguished col-
league, who is a member of the Armed
Services Committee, does not know of his
own knowledge, nor has he heard
through the medium of any competent
evidence, that the jets allegedly flying
from Japan to Korea are for the pur-
pose of an attack on Shanghai, or are for
the purpose of a defensive measure in
the event that the North Korean Com-
munists desire to try once more to take
South Korea.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. T think
the implication of the Senator’s question
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two sentences I read were:

Whether this will be done is a decision
President Eisenhower has not yet made.
What the Air Force is doing is positioning
itself in case the order is issued.

Again, I appreciate and welcome the
statement which came from the White
House yesterday, that the decision would
be the decision of the President, and not
the chance decision of a local com-
mander, without direct approval by the
President.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a final brief question?
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield.

Mr, WELKER. I am certain that in
the hearings which we had the honor to
attend and the sadness of listening to,
the distinguished junior Senator from
South Dakota and the junior Senator
from Idaho did not base their decision
upon some military science or tactics
broadcast by a radio commentator, but
upon the opinions of the greatest mili-
tary leaders in our Government today.
Is that a correct conclusion?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Cer-
tainly the committee did not take testi-
mony from radio commentators or out-
side experts. However, I think in all
fairness it ought to be said——

Mr. President, I refrain from making
the statement I was about to make, be-
cause I do not wish to make statements
which might add fuel to certain fires
and rumors which have been burning
around the city during the last day or
two.

Let me say, however, that it has been
the privilege of the junior Senator from
South Dakota to listen to military testi-
mony for a great many years.

During many of the years when I was
a member of the House of Representa-
tives, and during all the years of World
War II, and for sometime prior thereto,
I was a member of the subcommittee of
the Committee on Appropriations which
made the original appropriations for the
Manhattan District, the atomic bomb
project, and appropriations for the War
Department, and the old Air Corps. So,
I have heard a great deal of military
testimony since 1940, when I first joined
that particular subcommittee, as well as
in the Armed Services Subcommittee of
the Senate.

While I pose as no expert, I have come
to recognize that sometimes we obtain
different advice from different experts;
and it becomes the responsibility of
Members of the Senate eventually to use
their own judgment when they receive
evidence which reflects differences in
opinions of the experts. The judgments
which the junior Senator from South
Dakota ventures to exercise will be those
based upon a melding of the several
opinions he has heard expressed.

Mr., HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I
promised to yield first to the Senator
from Utah [Mr., WaTkins].

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, let me
say to the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota that the question which
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]

.
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just asked was one which I intended to
ask.

Is there any other means of knowing
whether the statements made in the
radio broadcast are accurate? I refer
to statements with respect to the build-
up in Shanghai, and also statements
with respect to the number of planes
which have been sent into the area.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The dis-
pateh to which I alluded was a United
Press dispatch. It has some further
data in it. I do not know that it is quite
so specific as the broadcast was. I read
further from the dispatch:

Two more American flotillas were reported
on the way to the Formosa area to join the
already reinforced 7th Fleet and the 75
Sabrejets sent to Formosa in the defense of
the islands.

One, composed of crulsers and destroyers,
had left the west coast of the United States.
The other, including the carrier Midway,
was hurrying north from Singapore.

The Tth Fleet already had 4 carriers,
7 cruisers, and 50 destroyers massed north
of Formosa, awaiting Washington orders for
the evacuation of the Tachens.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, if the
Senator from South Dakota will further
yield, it seems to me that we cannot take
notice of all the speculation indulged in
between now and the time of final ac-
tion, as reasons for our voting one way
or the other upon the amendments or
upon final passage of the joint resolution
itself. Not all the gueer things come out
of China. I am wondering if this broad-
cast could not be-classed in the realm of
something that is rather queer.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I would
not so classify it. I think the speculation
of the commentator is not the kind of
speculation which would be unexpected
when he is witnessing such a buildup as
he is witnessing. I regret it, but it was
on the radio this morning in the 8 o’clock
World News Roundup. I say, I regret
it, because I think it is bound to create
some suspicion and fear, and add to a
very difficult, tense situation, at best, but
I do not blame the reporter for telling
us what he sees.

Yet I think it does explain why many
people in the United States will wonder
why we do not adopt such an amend-
ment as that offered by the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr, Lancer]. That is
why I venture to make reference to it
here. I do not want the rejection of the
amendment offered by the Senator from
North Dakota to imply that the joint
resolution carries a directive to the
President to make a preventive strike,
using atomic weapons. It does no such
thing.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.
to the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I appreciate the
courtesy of the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota in yielding to me in
order that, first, I may compliment him
and join him strongly in his statement,
which I think very ably covers not only
his position, but the position of many
other Senators, including the Senator
from Florida.

It seems to me that, rather than pay
too much attention to the sensational

I yield
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statements of radio broadcasters and the
like, it is much more important to real-
ize that our strongest ally and our most
cautious ally, who has repeatedly shown
great nervousness heretofore whenever
we did anything in the Far East which
even looked as though it might tend to
promote violence, has in this matter
spoken out in strong approval of the
message of the President and of the
pending resolution. Senators will re-
member that twice since the President’s
message, Mr. Anthony Eden has found
occasion to speak very strongly in sup-
port of the President’s message.

At this time, with the indulgence of
the Senator from South Dakota, I should
like to read into the REcorp additional
evidence of the fact that Great Britain is
strongly with us in this position, and
is not as nervous as was the broadcaster
from Tokyo who was just mentioned by
the Senator.

The statement of the British Ambas-
sador I am about to quote was made by
him when he called today on Governor
Leroy Collins, of Florida, at Tallahassee,
He made the statement while he was be-
ing interviewed by the Associated Press.
The dispatch reads:

British Ambassador Sir Roger Makins today
expressed the view that tension in the Far
East will be lessened when the United States
intentions wunder President Eisenhower's
Formosa policy announcement are fully
understood.

Now I quote directly the Ambassador's
statement in the interview:

“The Chinese Communists have reacted
rather sharply against the President's mes-
sage but when its essential meaning is under-
stood it should contribute to a lessening of
tension,” he said at a news conference.

“My personal view is that while we do not
deny the dangers existing in the situation,
when It is realized, as it should be, that the
United States intentions are purely pacific
and that it has no design against the Chinese
mainland but at the same time it will main-
tain its essential interests in the Pacific, the
effect will be good.”

I ask the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota if he does not feel
that the Senate and the apprehensive
people of the United States can repose
great confidence in the interpretation
contained in the official pronouncements
of our strongest and most cautious ally,
Great Britain, such as the statements
made by Britain’s distinguished Foreign
Minister and its distinguished Ambassa-
dor, its spokesman in our country?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I do. I
agree with the Senator from Florida. I
appreciate very much his reading the
dispatch into the REcorp at this point.
If it is clearly understood, that our at-
tentions are solely for peace, and that
we are not seeking to invade the main-
land of China or to use this opportunity
to provide a springboard for invading
the mainlana of China, I believe we will
have an opportunity to work out the
whole situation.

In closing, I wish to read again from
the statement issued by the White House
yesterday:

The President made it clear that these
(United States) forces were designed purely
for defensive purposes and that any decision
to use United States forces other than in im-

949

mediate self-defense or in direct defense of
Formosa and the Pescadores would be a de-
cision which he would take and the respon-
sibility for which he has not delegated.

Mr. President, I have unbounded con-
fidence in the expressed desire of Presi-
dent Dwight D. Eisenhower to create
conditions in which the people of the
world can live in peace, without fear of
another world war, particularly an
atomic war. I have heard him in public
and in private express himself with great
feeling on that point. I am convinced
that by reserving these decisions to him-
self, he has protected us against the pos-
sible action of some person, who might be
impelled, after seeing only a small seg-
ment of the total picture, to engage in
action which could trigger the whole
world into a terrific holocaust.

The President understands as few men
in the world do the tremendous implica-
tion of starting a war with modern
weapons. He understands as few people
do the attitudes of the nations with
whom we have been associating.

The very fact that the Senator from
Florida was able to read the statement
from a responsible British authority
suggests another reason for confidence.
Testimony at the hearings conducted by
the Committee on Foreign Relations and
the Committee on Armed Services, sit-
ting jointly, indicated that there have
been consultations between our Govern-
ment and other governments. If now
representatives of other responsible gov-
ernments give assurance that they do
not misunderstand our intentions, if
they clearly state that they know our
intentions are purely in behalf of peace,
that will help to maintain confidence
both here and abroad.

Therefore, Mr. President, I shall vote
against the pending amendment, and I
shall vote against the other amendments
which have been proposed. I shall vote
for the resolution. "I do so in the belief
that the President will use the power
conferred by the resolution for the pur-
pose of preserving the peace of the world.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I heard the distin-
guished Senator from Florida speak
about the approval that has been ex-
pressed by Great Britain. I fully share
the feeling of the Senator from Florida
that Great Britain is our most depend-
able and most powerful ally. Great
Britain has always been a great tower of
strength in the defense of what we must
always strive for in connection with
freedom and the maintennace of liberty
throughout the world.

However, my understanding of the
position taker in Great Britain, both by
the party in opposition, namely, the
Labor Party, and by the distinguished
Foreign Secretary of Great Britain, is
that, while they fully approve of the
position we have taken with regard to
the defense of Formosa and the Pesca-
dores, it has been emphasized very
strongly that they consider there are two
separate issues involved in the subject.
They consider that one issue is the im-
mediate defense of Formosa and the
Pescadores, and that the other is the
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attitude which we should take with re-
gard to the Chinese mainland and the
islands immediately adjacent to the Chi-
nese mainland, notably Quemoy and
Matsu and the Tachens.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.
the Senator’s question?

Mr. LEHMAN. As I recall the state-
ment, it was very clearly set forth that
Britain would support us strongly in the
position which we have assumed with
regard to Formosa and the Pescadores.
Of course every Member of the Senate
takes exactly the same position. We are
all in favor of the defense of Formosa
and the Pescadores. However, the Brit-
ish have had a very strong question, and
to some degree of opposition, with respect
to the open-end powers which are being
given to the President in the resolution,
with regard to our attitude concerning
the Chinese mainland and the islands
adjacent to the mainland which, as the
Senator I am sure will agree, are only
4 or 5 miles from the Chinese mainland.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I am not quite clear as to what
the Senator’s question is. However, in
view of his statement about the position
of Great Britain, let me say that I do
not accept the idea that the question is
the legal status of the Pescadores and
Formosa, as against the coastal islands
and the mainland. And if we did, we
would find that involves three different
areas. The jurisdictional gquestion is
somewhat different with respect to the
three—the mainland, the offshore is-
lands over which Chiang EKai-shek re-
tains control, and the Pescadores and
Formosa.

I think there are three jurisdictional
questions, but I do not think we shall
solve the problem immediately before
the Senate by looking at the jurisdic-
tional questions. There is a practical
situation facing us. I am hopeful that
the efforts of Australia, New Zealand,
and Great Britain, all three of whom,
I understand, are endeavoring to in-
duce the United Nations to endeavor to
obtain a cease-fire, will be successful.
In my opinion, someone who is not a
party to the immediate issues must take
the lead right now. We might propose
the action to the United Nations, but
we are in a delicate position. So some-
one who is not a party must take the
lead. The initiative will have to be car-
ried by someone else and if Australia or
New Zealand or the Prime Minister of
Great Britain, by their representatives,
are able to initiate action, I wish them
success.

I hope the expectation and the prayer
of our President that some way may
be found to avoid conflict may be wholly
achieved, and it is in that hope that
I am supporting the resolution.

Mr. DUFF obtained the floor.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, the
pending question is the amendment of-
fered by the distinguished Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. LaANGER]. I was won-
dering if it would be agreeable to the
Senator from Pennsylvania, if he would
not thereby lose his right to the floor,
and if it would be agreeahble to the Sen-
ate to have a rollcall on the Langer
amendment before the Senator from
Pennsylvania makes his remarks, which

What is
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T understand are on the general resolu-
tion rather than on the pending
amendment.

Mr. DUFF. Mr. President, I shall be
very glad to yield, with the understand-
ing that I may have the floor immedi=
ately after the vote.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Oregon de-
sires to speaks on the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Then I think, Mr.
President, that the Senator from Penn-
sylvania may as well proceed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANSFIELD in the chair). The Senator
from Pennsylvania may proceed.

Mr. DUFF. Mr. President, as the
adoption of the pending joint resolution
may prove of momentous consequence in
our further dealings with the commu-
nistic world, I feel impelled to make of
record a short summary of my reasons
for supporting it.

The leaders of imperialistic Soviet
communism, their satellites and allies,
makes no secret of their boasts to over-
run and conquer the entire world.

Since the end of World War II there
has been such a continuous advance of
communism in power, in influence, and
in territory subjugated, that in this short
period the Communists have already
brought under their control a vast por-
tion of the surface of the earth and a
considerable proportion of the whole
human race.

The failure of the free nations to unite
with a common purpose and intention,
and the lack of a firm determination and
policy of affirmative opposition, have
made the success of this advance more
rapid and effective than otherwise it pos-
sibly could have been.

To date the military power of the
United States, our vast industrial com-
plex, our financial resources, our mili-
tary leadership, and our will as a people
not to be overcome by this vicious and
fanatical and evil force, have made the
United States the main roadblock be-
tween communistic ambition and their
goal of world dominion.

Our responsibility as leader of the free
world has cast some of our lines in dan-
gerous and faraway places. Abhorrent
as it is to the average American to have
our Nation in conflict with strange
peoples half way around the world from
home, nevertheless those places are
where our obligation calls us if we are to
preserve for ourselves and transmit to
those who will come after us the liberties
of which we have been the heirs, and
which we have up to now so bountifully
enjoyed. v

At the moment the most serious point
of conflict with the communistic world
is at the Straits of Formosa and the
surrounding islands. Chou En-lai has
announced his intention to conquer For-
mosa and the Pescadores, to drive us
and our allies away from the Straits of
Formosa, and to erect in that area fur-
ther bastions of communistic might so
as to make the whole west Pacific un=-
tenable for us and the other free nations
of the world.

‘The island of Formosa is only 725 miles
from Manila in the Philippines; 830
miles from Pusan in Korea; 1,300 miles
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from Tokyo in Japan; 1,690 miles from
the island of Guam; and from our strong
base at Okinawa the distance is rela-
tively the same as the short distance
from Pittsburgh to Philadelphia in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

If Formosa is permitted to fall, a great
and vital gap will have been torn in our
western Pacific defense line. Eventually
this great hole in our defenses will render
untenable Okinawa, Korea, Japan,
Guam, and the Philippines, and at the
same time render immensely more vul-
nerable the whole of Indonesia, and
eventually even New Zealand, Australia,
and the Hawaiian Islands. Surely the
magnitude of such a potential disaster
is entirely beyond comprehension if the
free world is to survive against this
worldwide drive of communism.

Consequently it would seem that For-
mosa and the Pescadores are a “must”
to be held unless the whole Far East is
eventually to fall and collapse into the
hands of the Communists. And, in the
light of the announced intentions of
Communist China, the same applies,
within the President’s sound discretion,
in respect to the adjacent islands domi-
nating the approaches thereto.

The pending resolution recommended
for adoption is clearly based upon the
assumption of a calculated risk that
Russia is unwilling at this time to under-
take an all-out war, and since Red
China’s action is predicated upon Rus-
sian approval or veto that consequently
Red China is not ready at this time for
all-out war.

It has been pointed out that this cal-
culated risk may prove a bad calculation,
and that is possible. But if the risk so
calculated and assumed should bring
a major conflict, such a conflict would
start, in any event, only at a time when
even further communistic advances
would have made more difficult an al-
ready difficult defense.

At a time of great decision, confidence
must be reposed in someone somewhere.
On this occasion it happens to fall upon
the President of the United States. As
Americans we are fortunate that the
President of the United States has char-
acter, experience, and capacity that are
known worldwide, even to his berating
and abusive communistic critics. Presi-
dent Eisenhower is known to be a hater
of war and a man devoted in every fiber
of his being to the establishment of
world peace.

The President has given the whole
world assurance that the United States
desires peace, not war, and that he will
accept the personal responsibility of de-
ciding whether eur Armed Forces in the
Far East are to be used for any purposes
other than the defense of this vitally
important stronghold in the Western Pa-
cific defense line of the free world.

The time has surely come when we
must say at last to the Communist world
in the Far East, “So far, but from now
on no farther.” The drawing of that
line affords the greatest possible prospect
of settling the differences in that area
by peace rather than by a resort to war.

The decision confronting us is a deci-
sion requiring the decisive action which
the pending resolution calls for, and I
shall vote for it as proposed.
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Mr. WELKEER. Mr. President, the res-
olution before the Senate is of a nature
to give pause to any prudent man, No
one who has any knowledge of the situa-
tion with which the resolution seeks to
deal—or who is aware of the enormous
increase in the destructive power of mod-
ern weapons—can contemplate with
prudence the use of military force.
However, I think it vital that in consid-
ering this resolution we do not let a
human reluctance to assume the great
risks inherent in this decision blind us
to the urgent need for its approval.

I believe that if we examine this pro-
posal in the context of the situation to
which it is to be applied, the appearance
of risk is far greater than the actuality.
Moreover, I am convinced that if we fail
to act with boldness and decision, we
will invite losses more grievous than
those we might otherwise encounter.

We are committed to the defense of
Formosa and the Pescadores. This is a
commitment of long standing, and is an
expression of our association with the
Government of Free China in the strug-
gle to balk Communist expansion. We
are confronted, then, with both a moral
and a material obligation to an impor-
tant ally. But the obligation of this
country to keep the Island of Formosa
in friendly hands is more binding even
than that. It is directly linked to our
own security and to the security of the
free world because the island of Formosa
is a component of our and the free
world's line of defense in the Pacific,
For us, therefore, and for our associ-
ates, it is vital that Formosa be kept
out of Communist hands.

I make no pretense to expertness in
the field of military strategy; but it
seems to me that if there is nearly uni-
versal agreement that a position must
be defended, we cannot logically ignore
the possibility that force might be re-
quired in the conduct of that defense.
I place stress on the word “possibility,”
because I am convinced that it is not
as serious a possibility as some would
have us believe. In my opinion, if we in
the Senate vigorously affirm the power
of the Chief Executive and Commander
in Chief in this regard, we will have
taken a step which will assist in resolv-
ing the issue without resort to violence.

Before elaborating on the premises
that lead me to this conclusion, I shall
review briefly the situation which con-
fronts us. Since 1950, the Communist
conspirators in Peiping have pursued a
continuous, belligerent, constantly ag-
gressive course. In Korea they were
open aggressors. They sponsored and
supplied the Communist Viet Minh in
the guerrilla campaign in Indochina.
They have waged economic war through-
out southeast Asia. They have sup-
ported subversive elements in every na-
tion of the Orient, from Japan to Indo-
nesia. In this whole criminal ecourse
they have drawn back but once—when
they were met with force on the Korean
peninsula.

It may be asserted that calling the
Communist suit for truce in Korea a
withdrawal strains the meaning of the
term; that in Korea the Reds were driven
back. In a military sense, that is true.
I regret that we did not go on to win.
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But it is too late now to make plans
for something which I consider to have
been a grievous mistake. We must now
plan for the future, profiting by the
mistake of the past. Let me emphasize
that point.

But the abandonment of the conquest
of the Korean Peninsula was a Red pol-
icy decision, taken, I am convinced, not
only because of the defeats they had
suffered in the field, but because they
faced the certain prospect of an unyield-
ing defense of South Korea, which made
the achievement of the Red objective
impossible. In fact, there is now reason
to believe that if the Red strategists had
known that their attack on the Republic
of Korea was going to evoke a prompt
response from the free nations, particu-
larly the United States, the Communist
armies never would have crossed the 38th
parallel.

What analysis, then, can be made of
this? If this were the only instance of
this kind of Communist reaction, an
analysis of any sort would be worth little.
But it is not a single occurrence. It is
one of a series which reaches back to
1946, when the Reds withdrew from
northern Iran in the face of opposition
from a freedom-loving people. It will
be recalled, perhaps, that when the
United States and Great Britain coun-
tered the blockade of Berlin with the
airlift, the Communists became concili-
atory and lifted the blockade. When the
Red conspirators met strong opposition
in their fight to bring down a freely
elected Greek Government, they cut off
the insurgents from support. Several
Soviet efforts to pressure Turkey have
been dropped when a courageous Turkish
administration and army stood firm,
ready to fight.

In view of this experience, I think it
safe to conclude that it is against Com-
munist policy to risk major trouble.

In the Subcommittee on Internal Se-
curity of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, of which I have been a member for
the past 2 years, under the chairman-
ship of the distinguished junior Senator
from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], we have
heard the testimony of some of our great
senior command officers to the effect
that what the Communists are afraid of
is the use of force.

Here we find the kernel of this reso-
lution. For some time the Chinese Com-
munists have been rattling the saber
about Formosa. The Red propaganda
line has noisily pronounced the determi-
nation of the so-called People's Republic
to liberate the island.

In accompaniment, there have been
military actions against the offshore is-
lands. They have been bombed. Que-
moy has been brought under artillery at-
tack from Communist shore guns. Ichi-
ang, off the coast of the mainland in the
vicinity of the Tachens, was assaulted
and captured despite bitter resistance
from a small garrison of Nationalist ir-
regulars. The Tachens themselves,
some 200 miles north of Formosa, have
been brought under pressure, threaten-
ing their sources of supply and rein-
forcement. As a result, it has become
necessary to redeploy the military forces
in the area for the better defense of the
main redoubt—Formosa and the Pesca-
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dores. In effect, what the Chinese Reds
have been doing is putting out a line of
bellicose propaganda, and at the same
time nibbling at the fringe of our Chi-
nese ally’s strategic line of defense. I
specify the fringe because we are told
that neither Ichiang nor the Tachens
are essential to the defense of the For-
mosa complex.

It would appear, therefore, that the
immediate purpose of the Chinese Com-
munists is to probe. They are conduct-
ing a testing action to determine wheth-
er or not we mean business in defending
Formosa. And to my way of thinking
the pending resolution embodies the cor-
rect response. We do mean business,
and I think it important that we make
our intentions clear, so that the Chinese
Communists can in no way misconstrue
our intentions. The resolution under
consideration does just that.

In essence, the main impact of this
measure is not military. That by no
means indicates that it is propaganda.
It does not, and its psychological impor-
tance comes solely from the fact that we
mean what we say. It draws a line that
needs drawing—not a geographic line, to
be sure—but one of position that is just
as effective and far more practicable. In
so doing we are telling the Communists
what they need to know, although I am
sure it is not what they wanted to hear.
And I venture to predict that the Reds
will not press the issue to provocative
lengths,

There have been allegations that the
pending measure is aggressive in na-
ture; an assertion which: overlooks a
second psychological fact of the resolu-
tion which is of a consequence equal to
the first.

This is a matter to which I have given
much thought, and I cannot see that
military action on the part of the United
States, in these circumstances, could, in
even small measure, be regarded as ag-
gressive. I have examined every ele-
ment, and it is my unqualified conviction
that there can be no proper basis for
labeling any action that might develop
as anything but defensive in character.
Further, I am satisfied that failure to act
within the specified range would be im-
prudent to the point of folly.

Mr. President, on the floor of the Sen-
ate I have heard discussion as to what is
or what is not self-defense. As my col-
leagues well know, self-defense is a fun-
damental law of nature. Should my
neighbor say to me, “I desire to take your
farm, on which your daughter and hus-
band live, and which is located only 2
miles from my place, and you and the
other members of your family can live
a hundred miles away,” I would resist
such action with force and might. Chou
En-lai has repeatedly made such a
threat, and the Peiping government has
broadcast the threat to all the world.

Mr. President, we all know that in the
field of law, whether domestic or inter-
national law, such a statement would be
a communicated threat, and the receiver
oI such a threat could take such action or
such recourse as he saw fit. I am con-
vinced that if a person who received
communicated threats such as have been
made were to defend himself, based upon
reasonable judgment—and in this case



952

action would be based on the reasonable
judgment of our Commander in Chief,
who is one of the greatest military men
in history—then certainly the judgment
of a jury or of the people of the world
could not be raised against such a man,
even if he were accused of murder, or
against defensive actions taken by this
country.

When a friend and supporter is threat-
ened with assault, one does not wait for
him to be struck down. The intelli-
gent, the necessary thing is to stand
by him and let the assailant know that
his assault will be met. Certainly if I
saw a thug lifting a blackjack against
any friend of mine, I would engage to
defend him—and no decent person
would call me an aggressor. By any
code of ethics, my behavior would be
commendable.

There is a very practical—if you will,
a selfish—motive for defending my
friend. In the first place, if I let him
be struck down, his assailant may
blackjack me next. I would not only
have lost a friend, but I would have also
deprived myself of his services in de-
fending me. In the second place, when
other friends would learn of my cow-
ardice—for so they would rightly in-
terpret my failure; at best they would
call it indecision—they would lose
confidence in me. They would not care
to be in a position of dependence on a
man who could not make up his mind
about a vital matter. And, very under-
standably, they might look for a more
reliable partner. They might, if they
were small and not very strong, yield
everything they possessed to avoid being
blackjacked.

There is another aspect to friendship,
and one that it would be perilous to
ignore. Just as no man can afford to
take a friend for granted, regardless
of his own behavior, so no nation can
afford to do so.

Some nations, particularly some Asian
nations, very much desire to be our
friends, and we greatly desire to count
them as such. But a number of those
nations, for their own safety, must ex-
ercise great care to avoid antagonizing
the towering Communist bullies that
stand so close at hand. Discretion re-
quires that these nations refrain from
an open acknowledgment of friendly at-
tiude toward us—that is, they maintain,
or try to maintan, a neutral position
between us and the Communist bullies.
Several of them—and let us recognize
the distasteful truth—even though they
fear communism, lack complete confi-
dence in us and our motives and in-
tentions.

If we fail to make our intentions clear,
if we fail to convince them that they
can trust us, if we fail to assure them
that we want strong and independent
friends, and not subservient followers,
we risk losing them entirely. In despair,
they may turn to the Communists, and
may accept harsh protectors in lieu of
unpredictable, and, hence, undepend-
able, friends.

To this I must add the very serious
thought that even our avowed friends—
friends who have stood up and resisted
the Communists—friends who depend for
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their lives upon us—cannot be counted
upon to stand up forever against unre-
lenting and ever-increasing pressure.
Foremost in this group is free China.

But where, one may ask, could free
China turn but to us? The answer is
simply that free China could turn to
the Communists. She would then have
to turn to the Communists, because she
would have nowhere else to go. In the
event of that dilemma, Mr. President,
let us be realistic as to what would hap-
pen to the rest of Asia and what would
happen to that bastion of defense, which
protects the shoreline of our own coun-
try.

Do we talk about isolationism. No;
never. But in the event of that tragic
happening, there would be only one thing
left for us to do, namely, to pick up
our Armed Forces and try, if we could,
to bring them home, and there try to
defend the small part we would have
left.

Mr. President, it is my hope and
prayer that out of this matter will come
peace, not war.

It is my hope and my prayer that
when America draws a line and stands
firm, as it has stood firm in the days
of old, the sneaking, cowardly Red Chi-
nese will soon know that we mean busi-
ness, and that never again will they
intimidate the weak, the poor, and the
depressed.

Mr. President, I have nothing further
to say. You were there, Mr. President,
and you heard the testimony.

I pray to God that my decision to
vote in favor of passage of the joint
resolution is a correct one.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I shall
vote for the joint resolution expressing
congressional support of President Eisen-
hower’s plan to protect Formosa, and the
islands essential to its defense against
the threatened Communist assault. I
shall vote for it, without amendments,
in the form in which it was reported
by the Senate Committees on Foreign
Relations and Armed Services.

This proposal does not solve all of the
problems of Asian policy. There is no
good reason why it should solve all the
problems, which have been growing
steadily worse under the mismanage-
ment of 15 years or more.

I favor the joint resolution because it
solves the most important problem. It
tells the Chinese Communists and their
Soviet allies that their bluff and bluster
and bullying must stop. It tells them
that the United States will not permit
them to breach the borders of free Asia
and add to their slave empire.

The Communist Chinese Armies in-
vaded free Korea and made North Ko-
rea a wasteland. They invaded Viet-
nam. They hid North Vietnam be-
hind their curtain of silence, and pock-
marked South Vietnam with their guer-
rilla strongholds. Now they threaten
to invade Formosa, and capture the an-
chor which holds the line from Japan
and Okinawa to the Philippines, Indo-
nesia, and Australia.

We have fought once over that vast
world of seas and islands, and we do not
wish to fight over it again. We have told
the Red Chinese they will enter it at
their peril.
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President Eisenhower’s message meets
first things first, because it sets military
action as the only answer to Communist
military action. It puts the responsi-
bility for choosing war entirely on the
Reds. Their territory will not be at-
tacked unless they choose war. But if
they strike, they will have no sanctuaries
within range of our ships where they can
assemble their armies and equipment,
shout warlike threats, and fire with im-
punity, as they did from the sanctuaries
from which they killed our defenseless
fighting men at the Yalu,

We know the Communists dare not at-
tack. Let us not forget the military
funection of the Iron Curtain—or, if you
like, the Bamboo Curtain. Its military
function is to hide from the enemy the
extent of the rebellion within, which
eats away at the base of Communist
strength. The Communists hold China
much as the Japanese held it—by oc-
cupying cities and railroads and push-
ing out as far as they dare. South China
is the weakest sector of Red China.
South China has always been the foot-
hold of Chinese rebellion azainst domi-
nation from invaders in the north.

The Red Chinese are, in Stalin’s
phrase, drunk with success, but they are
not fools. Unless fear and violence have
driven them mad, there is no smallest
danger of war, when they know resist-
ance is waiting.

Some of the amendments are import-
ant, but I am going to vote against them.

I am in full sympathy with the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. McCarTrY] and the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. MaLoNEl. As a mat-
ter of fact, I sent to the two committees
8 message regarding an idea which I
thought should be incorporated in the
joint resolution. But it arrived too late
for any formal action. Therefore, I pre-
pared an amendment, and I was going to
offer it. But I have not presented it, and
I do not intend to do so.

The problem before us now is the
problem met by this message. That part
of the world which is governed by re-
spect for God and man, by law and rea-
son, has been in retreat before the rulers
of the slave empire of communism, for
9 long years. The Communists will never
stop the attack, and we will never cease
retreating if we do nothing.

President Eisenhower's message pro-
poses that we draw a militarily defen-
sible line about the free world, a line
which protects the coast of California,
Washington, and Oregon, as truly as it
protects the coast of Formosa. He pro-
poses that we warn the Communists that
that line, that frontier of freedom, is
inviolate. If they cross it, this time we
shall not retreat. We shall hold that
line, and shall hold it by the only means
the Communists accept, namely the mili-
tary power to bring their bold adven-
tures to an inglorious end.

Mr. MORSE obtained the floor.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield to me for
perhaps 3 or 4 minutes at this time, if
I am able to obtain unanimous consent
that he may yield to me for that pur-
pose, without losing his right to the
floor?
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Mr. MORSE. I shall yield under those
circumstances, if such consent can be
obtained.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I re-
quest such unanimous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from New Hampshire? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered; and the Senator
from New Hampshire may proceed.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, on
Monday of this week the President, tak-
ing full recognition of the seriousness of
the Formosan situation, sent to the Con-
gress a message asking authorization to
use our Armed Forces in the defense of
Formosa and the neighboring Pesca-
dores. Today, the joint resolution grant-
ing that authorization is before us for
debate, having successfully passed the
House and having received a favorable
report from our own Foreign Relations
and Armed Services Committees.
While this may not set a record for rapid
progress, nevertheless the joint resolu-
tion has moved along with rapidity, for
one involving so grave a question. Grave
as the question may be, nevertheless, I
rise to ask that all of us do our utmost
to expedite the debate on it, so that the
joint resolution may be finally passed
by the Senate today, or certainly not
later than tomorrow.

The President knows full well the hor-
rors of war as only a former professional
soldier like himself can know it. For
that reason perhaps if for no other he
has been foremost in seeking every ave-
nue for peace in this troubled world and
in his message to us, besides asking for
authority in the defense of Formosa, he
made a clear, strong plea for the United
Nations to take action in this latest act
of aggression. His action clearly indi-
cates that, although he will utilize all
methods for the peaceful negotiation of
the present situation, nevertheless, he
recognizes the defense of Formosa as so
vital to our own national security that
he has made this unprecedented peace-
time request; and his evaluation of the
situation is unanimously confirmed by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

There may be those among us who
would question the need for the author-
ity proposed to be granted in the joint
resolution, stating, not without some
reason, that sufficient authority now re-
poses in the Executive for him to make
the commitment with respect to which
he seeks authorization. For myself, I
am pleased and proud that the President
has adopted the course of asking the
Congress to share in the responsibility
of the grave step he proposes to under-
take. In a matter so vital to our national
seomrity that branch of the Government
which closely represents the people has
a proper participation. Such joint ac-
tion also will be a heartening sight for
the eyes of the free world which are upon
us. What a contrast to the Iron Curtain
world of the Soviet aggressor, where
whole peoples may be committed to the
utter devastation of total war at the
whim of one individual.

It has long been my position that we
must determine through our Joint Chiefs
of Staff what areas are vital to our na-
tional security, and then we should have
the courage to take the calculated risk
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of making a firm stand on those lines.
It is my deep conviction that world peace
is more likely to be maintained by such
determination. It will serve both as re-
assurance and as a rallying point for
those with the will to maintain freedom
of self-determination. It means, in
short, a clear serving of notice of our in-
tention, which should give serious pause
to those planning a course of further ag-
gression. The only aliernative to such
a stand would be more piecemeal attri-
tion such as we have witnessed during
the past decade. The end result of such
a course would find us in complete isola-
tion—the last remnant of the free world
at the complete mercy of the final stroke
of the Communist aggressor.

As I have already pointed out, the
President, in seeking the authorization
to defend Formosa, continues to seek to
have the situation handled through the
machinery of the United Nations. Im-
perfect as that machinery may be in
some respects, I agree with his effort to
continue to try to use its facilities as
long as we are a member nation and as
long as it offers the only facilities for
concerted international mnegotiation.
However, in the present time of emer-
gency when quick action is called for,
the President is fully justified in asking
that as a matter of national security we
be ready to take action alone, else the
situation might be irretrievably lost
while it was being debated.

I hope that we may shortly vote favor-
ably on this resolution and that the vote
may be unanimous, because the security
of this Nation is truly a matter of bi-
partisan concern. I hope the amend-
ments which have been proposed to the
joint resolution will be rejected.

I thank the distinguished Senator from
Oregon for his courtesy in yielding to me.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield to me in order
that I may propound a unanimous-con-
sent request?

Mr. MORSE. Iam glad to yield to the
Senator from Ohio, provided I do not lose
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I have
prepared a statement in support of the
joint resolution authorizing the Presi-
dent to use the Armed Forces as he re-
quested. Because of pressure of time,
and because I do not wish to delay the
final vote on the joint resolution, which
I think is imperative at this time, and
also because my name is not on the list
at the desk, I ask unanimous consent
that the statement which I have pre-
pared may be printed in the Recorp at
this point as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BRICKER

I shall vote for the joint resolution, Senate
Joint Resolution 28, authorizing the Presi-
dent to use the Armed Forces of the United
States to protect Formosa and the Pesca-
dores against armed attack. My vote will be
cast prayeriully, with full appreciation of
the consequences that may ensue, but with=
out any mental reservation whatsoever.

There is going to be no appeasement,
no policy of vacillation in meeting the Com-
munist threat in the Pacific. That is the
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clear import of the pending resolution. I
commend the President for the firm stand
he has taken. I should also like to com-
mend the distinguished minority leader for
the patriotic service he has rendered in
focusing public opinion on the threat to
our security in the Pacific area.

When the roll is called on passage of the
pending resolution, no illusions should exist
in regard to its meaning. It is, in fact, an
ultimatum. It involves a calculated risk of
war. Nevertheless, I sincerely belleve that
the policy of firmness embodied in the pend-
ing resolution is far more likely to prevent
war in the Pacific than a vague policy of
waiting for the dust to settle.

In the interest of prompt action by the
Senate, I will say no more about the need for
drawing a line around Formosa and ad-
jacent islands. I would end my remarks at
this point except for the fact that the legal
significance of the pending resolution has
been distorted in the press and in the Con-
gress.

The junior Senator from Montana con-
tends that the pending resolution is wholly
unnecessary; that the President has full con-
stitutional power to meet any emergency or
to resist any sudden attack on Formosa.
These sentiments have been echoed by the
junior Senator from Arkansas and by the
senlor Senator from Missouri. A small re-
actionary number of editors and commenta-
tors contend that this joint resolution
should not be construed as a precedent; that
the President needs no authorization by the
Congress to employ the Armed Forces of the
United States in the defense of any foreign
country.

Passage of Senate Jolnt Resolution 28 will
not create any new precedent. It will, how-
ever, restore a long line of precedents which,
over the past 10 years, have been disre-
garded, unconstitutionally in my judgment.
If the crisis which has inspired this resolu-
tion were not so serious, I would find much
pleasure in watching the advocates of om-
nipotent executive power back and fill to
meet their unsound position. As I shall
demonstrate, the joint resolution before the
Senate fully vindicates the constitutional
arguments of Bob Taft, myself, and others
when the Senate debated the legality of the
intervention in Korea and the sending of
troops to Europe.

Senate Joint Resolution 28 authorizes the
President “to employ the Armed Forces of the
United States as he deems necessary for the
specific purpose of securing and protecting
Formosa and the Pescadores against armed
attack.”

This is not a simple or concurrent resolu-
tion which merely expresses the sense of the
Senate or of the Congress. We are not
called on here to express a purely advisory
opinion. A joint resolution, unilike a sim-
ple or concurrent resolution, has legal force
and effect. The Congress is authorizing the
President to take certain action—action
which may make a declaration of war a mere
formality.

If there is any Senator who sincerely be-
lieves that the President needs no authority
from the Congress in this situation, then
he must vote against the joint resolution.
Otherwise, he would be casting his vote for a
resolution which, in his judgment, the Con-
gress under the Constitution has no right
to pass.

Let there be no misunderstanding about
the constitutional significance of the step
we are about to take. By approving this
joint resolution we demolish, I hope for all
time to come, the fallacious theory that the
President. as Commander in Chief, has ex-
clusive power to send Armed Forces of the
United States anywhere in the world for the
defense of any possible victim of aggression.

I can think of no action by President
Elsenhower more praiseworthy than his seek-
ing the approval of the Congress in this



954

Formosa matter. The framers of the Con-
stitution expressly provided that only the
Congress shall have the power—article I,
section B:

“To declare war, grant letters of marque
and reprisal, and make rules concerning cap-
tures on land and water;

“To raise and support armies, but no ap-
propriation of money to that use shall be
ifor a longer term than 2 years;

“To provide and maintain a Navy;

“To make rules for the Government and
regulation of the land and naval forces;

“To provide for calling forth the militia
to execute the laws of the Union, suppress
insurrections, and repel invasions.”

The President's relation to the Armed
Forces is stated in section 2 of article II:

“The President shall be Commander in
Chief of the Army and Navy of the United
States, and of the militia of the several
States when called into actual service of the
United States.”

But this power is limited by the 18th para-
graph of article I, section 8, vesting in Con-
gress power “to make all laws which shall be
necessary and proper for carrying into exe-
cution the foregoing powers and all other
powers vested by this Constitution in the
Government of the United Statles, or any
department or officer thereof.”

Almost a year ago President Eisenhower
pledged himself to respect the constitutional
provisions just quoted. In his press con-
ferences of March 10 and 17, 1954, he said
that the United States would not be plunged
into war without the approval of the Con-
gress. He did not limit his pledge to the
Indochina crisis then pending. As reported
in the New York Times, the President said
at his March 10, 1954, press conference:

“There is going to be no involvement of
America in war unless it is a result of the
constitutional process that is placed upon
Congress to declare it. Now, let us have
that clear. And that is the answer.”

On March 17, 1954, President Eisenhower
was reported to have said “that this country
would not be carried into war without the
approval of Congress.” He also Indicated
that, in his judgment, there had been time
to go to the Congress following the outbreak
of hostilities in Korea. The President then
stated two propositions to which no respon-
sible person takes exception., The President
must act without waiting for Congress if (1)
the United States is under actual or immi-
nent attack, and (2) the lives of American
citizens abroad are in immediate jeopardy.
Again I congratulate the President for dem-
onstrating in a concrete situation his serupu-
lous respect for the constitutional distri-
bution of war powers.

The Congress has received from the Wash-
ington Post and Times Herald (January 25,
1855) this editorial injunction:

‘“Care should be taken, however, to avoid
any assumption that repetition of this pro-
cedure would be necessary in case of an at-
tack upon our allies in Europe or in the
Western Hemisphere.”

The rationalizations of the Post and Times
Herald are in vain. The joint resolution be-
fore us repudiates lock, stock, and barrel any
theory that the Congress' power to declare
war is only a ministerial function—an act in-
volving little more descretion than that of the
recorder of deeds in recording a sale of real
estate in the District of Columbia. The dis-
tinguished chairman of the SBenate Foreign
Relations Committee has steadfastly and
cogently maintained that each and every
provision of the North Atlantic Treaty must
be implemented in strict compliance with
the constitutional processes of the parties to
the treaty.

The pending joint resolution reaffirms the
prineiple embodied in the United Nations
Participation Act. Section 6 of that act
provides that agreements for the use of
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armed forces by the United Nations under
article 43 of the charter shall be subject to
the approval of the Congress by appropriate
act or joint resolution.

The difference between a joint resclution
on the one hand and a simple or concurrent
resolution on the other is a matter of critical
importance, I opposed the simple resolution
relative to the sending of ground forces to
Europe because, in my judgment, it con-
firmed President Truman's theory that he
had absolute discretion in the matter re-
gardless of what the Congress might or might
not do. The late Senator Taft held the same
view. He said in the troops-to-Europe de=-
bate:

“Any other view means that the President
today would have power to Involve the
United States in war in any section of the
world in his unlimited and arbitrary discre-
tion, and that Congress in creating a greaf
American armed force of 3,500,000 men and
drafting every boy of 18 for that purpose is
completely without power to limit the Presi-
dent’s arbitrary discretion. Merely to state
this proposition should arouse the undying
opposition of every man who believes in the
maintenance in this country of government
by the people.” (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
volume 97, part 1, page 1119.)

Though I disagree with them, I can at least
understand the thinking of people outside
the Congress who seek to make the Presi-
dent omnicompetent. What I cannot under-
stand is why some Members of the Congress
are so eager to deny that we have any right
to participate in this momentous decision.,
They are honorable men, and in most cases,
able lawyers. It is hard for me to believe
that they seek to defend past usurpations of
power by the Executive for political reasons,
Equally hard to believe is that these Mem-
bers of Congress, also for political reasons,
would like to duck the issue and' thus be
free to criticize the administration with the
advantage of hindsight. Advocacy of con-
gressional impotence by Members of the Con-
gress Is something I cannot fathom.

Last year the opponents of my proposed
constitutional amendment trotted out Prof.
Edward S. Corwin as a preeminent constitu-
tional authority. It is, therefore, with some
satisfaction that I quote Professor Corwin in
support of the statements I have made. In
his book, The President: Office and Powers,
1948, Professor Corwin says:

“In brief, the controlling theory .of the
[United Nations participation] act is that
American participation in United Nations
shall rest on the principle of departmental
collaboration, and not on an exclusive Presi-
dential prerogative in the diplomatic fleld.
Not only is this a sound constitutional prin-
ciple in that it can claim a great deal of sup-
port from the history of the conduct of
American foreign relations, especially in the
period prior to the war with Mexico, it is
the only practicable principle unless we wish
to establish outright Presidential dictator-
ship” (pp. 270, 271).

In addition to the constitutional question
involved, a number of practical considera-
tions attest the wisdom of President Eisen-
hower’'s action in coming to the Congress.

First, why should men of good will insist
that the President make this terrifying decl-
sion all by himself? This is not strictly a
military problem. It is a political question
of the first magnitude.

Second, it is certainly desirable to show
not only the Communists but also our allies
that the President and the Congress have
united in the making of this grave decision.

Third, it is certainly true that the re-
deployment of naval forces and certain other
action that will be taken by the President
requires no authorization by the Congress.
It is equally true that the President will
assume responsibilities which go far beyond
those of military strategy and tactics. How
utterly foolish it Is to inslst that the Presi-
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dent have a constitutional lawyer at his el-
bow to check the legality of any action he
deems necessary to meet the danger. When
the power of the Congress is joined with
that of the President, he can proceed in full
confidence that his acts are constitutional,

And, finally, this decision to defend For-
mosa Aagainst attack should reflect not
merely the judgment of one man but the
combined judgment of all the elected repre-
sentatives of the people. The end objective
of the President's proposal is to preserve free
institutions, not only in the Far East but
throughout the world. Surely it is paradoxi-
cal to seek that end by reducing the Con-
gress of the United States to the level of
Hitler's Reichstag or Malenkov's Presidium.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I expect
this to be my last major speech in op-
position to the joint resolution. In the -
course of the remainder of the debate
I may deem it necessary to make a few
rebuttal statements in connection with
certain amendments of which I am a co-
sponsor and which will be voted upon
later. However, I do not propose, after
this speech, to make another major
speech on this issue.

The position taken by the Senator
from Oregon throughout this debate has
not been an easy one, but it has been one
which my conscience and convictions
have compelled me to take. In the course
of this speech I shall devote myself pri-
marily to referring to certain arguments
made by one of the most distinguished
Members of the Senate, the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. GeEorcEl, and com-
ments on an argument or two made by
the distinguished Senator from Califor-
nia [Mr. KNowLanp]. Then I shall sum-
marize my arguments in opposition to
the joint resolution, and make that the
closing of my case in opposition.

I am perfectly willing to allow history
to judge whether or not my position was
a sound one. Therefore I shall not
yield in the course of these remarks to
any Senator save and except the Senator
from Georgia or the Senator from Cali-
fornia, because it would be only courte-
ous and proper to do so if they decided
they had any questions they wished to
ask me during the course of my remarks.

I am as eager as are the Senator from
Georgia and the Senator from California
to bring this debate to an early close, so
that the Senate may reach a vote at the
earliest possible moment.

There has been some discussion dur-
ing the course of the debate about psy-
chological advantages for the United
States in this resolution. There have
been statements to the effect that great
psychological advantages are to be ob-
tained by our taking action on the joint
resolution, either in its present form or
some modified form, and doing so at an
early hour. -

As I indicated earlier in the day, I am
in complete agreement with the Senator
from Georgia and the Senator from Cal-
ifornia that we ought to vote on the joint
resolution today or tonight. In my 10
years in the Senate I do not know when
there was a greater duty and responsi-
bility resting upon Members of this body
to remain in their seats until a measure
was finally disposed of than there is in
the case of the pending measure, even
if it is not voted upon until 5 o'clock
tomorrow morning,
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From the standpoint of psychological
factors, I think our recognition of the
importance of action on the joint reso~
Jution, and the importance of remain-
ing in the Chamber for whatever num-
ber of hours may be necessary to finish
the job, would be clear notice to the
world that, although there are differ-
ences of opinion among us as to the par-
ticular language which ought to be con-
tained in the joint resolution, we are a
united legislative body so far as concerns
unity of opposition to the Communist
segment of the world.

I do not expect ever to be able to catch
up with the implications, the innuendoes,
and downright misrepresentations which
are appearing in some segments of the
press against the Senator from Oregon,
including one which appears in this eve-
ning's Washington Star. As I said the
other day, I have no intention of answer-
ing irresponsible eriticisms or ad homi-
nem attacks on the Senator from Oregon.
I wish to make sure, so that at least my
descendants may read this statement
when they come to read the Recorp long
after I have passed from this earth, that
there is not a man or woman in the Sen-
ate who is more opposed to communism
and everything it stands for than is the
Senator from Oregon.

However, I believe that freedom in the
United States will be in jeopardy if we
ever reach the point where a Member of
the United States Senate, with a deep
conviction, cannot express a disagree-
ment with the President of the United
States and with his colleagues in the
Senate with respect to the form a reso-
lution should take without being sub-
jected to personal abuse and vilification.
No other Member of the Senate is more
insistent than I am that we make clear
to Red China and to Red Russia that we
have no intention of standing by and
letting them take Formosa and the Pes-
cadores. However I do not favor the
pending resolution because I think it is
very likely to be provocative of war.

With those introductory remarks, I
turn to the able speech delivered by the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] yes=
terday.

I well know that when one crosses
swords with the senior Senator from
Georgia in a legal argument, he crosses
swords with a legal Hercules. However,
I disagree with the senior Senator from
Georgia with regard to the legal inter-
pretation he made yesterday of certain
language in the resolution. I am satis-
fied that, from the standpoint of legal
construction he is completely wrong in
the legal theory he enunciated on the
floor of the Senate yesterday. It is the
same argument he made in committee.
It is the same argument he has made in
conversations with some of us since the
close of the committee hearings. It is
the argument that the language from
line 7 through line 11 on page 2 of the
resolution constitutes language of limi-

tation, and is subject to the old legal

construction that language of limitation
meodifies the general power granted else-
where in a document, and subjects the
general power to the restrictions of lan-
guage of limitation.

Mr. President, there is not onc word
in the language from line 7 through line
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11 on page 2 of the resolution which is
subject to the interpretation that it is
language of limitation. I shall now set
forth the reasons for that statement.

First, I should like to quote from the
speech of the distinguished senior Sena-
tor from Georgia at page 821 of the
RECORD:

What does that mean? It means that the
President is asking Congress to say to him,
“You cannot take, secure, and hold any area
on the mainland of Chinga, because it is not
in friendly hands." The authority can refer
only to those islands lying not too far off the
coast which, in some way or other, the
Nationalist Republic of China has been en-
abled to hold, and which it now holds.

S0 what the President himself is asking is
that we agree, so far as we can agree, to give
him support, not to go onto the mainland,
and not to take any lands which are held
by any people other than those who are
friends of ours. He is asking that he be
given the right, in this area, to secure and
protect those lands that are now in friendly
hands.

The Senator from Georgia greatly
stresses in his argument the words “in
friendly hands.”

I continue to quote from the speech of
the Senator from Georgia:

That is what the President has asked for.
It is a limitation upon his authority and
power, from the point of view of those who
believe the President has absolute power to
reach as far back as he wishes in order to
protect Formosa and the Pescadores. But
he is asking for this authority, and I think
he is asking it for a good reason and a good
purpose.

I can see no reason why Congress should
hesitate to grant him that power, which is
a probable limitation upon the power which,
under the Constitution, he might exercise,
but as to which assuredly he feels justified,
by implication at least as strong as death, in
saylng to Congress: “I do not want the
authority to go beyond the areas which are
now in friendly hands. I want you to give
me the authority to secure and protect lands
now in friendly hands, and that only.”

I respectfully say that the difficulty
with the Senator’s argument is that the
language in the resolution referring to
territories in friendly hands has abso-
lutely nothing to do with the power
granted in the resolution to the Presi-
dent to defend Formosa and the Pesca-
dores.

Let us look at that language, because
it is the language which would be
stricken from the resolution by the
Humphrey amendment, which now, I un-
derstand, will be offered by the Senator
from New York [Mr. LEaman] and the
Senator from Oregon.

This is the language which it is pro=
posed to strike out:
this authority to include the securing and
protection of such related positiuns and
territories of that area now in friendly hands
and the taking of such other measures as he
judges to be required or appropriate in assur-
ing the defense of Formosa and the
Pescadores.

I discussed that language at some
length last night. I reiterate my posi-
tion by saying I do not know how the
senior Senator from Georgia or any other
Senator could draft language broader in
scope than the language which says “and
the taking of such other measures as he
judges to be required or appropriate in

955

assuring the defense of Formosa and the
Pescadores.”

I always try to be exceedingly fair in
legal arguments, as in all other matters.
Therefore let me say there is other lan-
guage in the resolution, not touched by
the Humphrey amendment, which reads:

That the President of the United States
be and he hereby is authorized to employ
the Armed Forces of the United States as he
deems necessary for the specific purpose of
securing and protecting Formosa and the
Pescadores.

The clause “as he deems necessary”
in my judgment is also very broad, too.

I now come to the heart of the differ-
ence which exists on the floor of the
Senate on this very fundamental issue.
In my judgment the language to which
I have been objecting is language which,
read in line with testimony given before
the committees in executive session,
would authorize in advance, and, in ef-
fect, would predate approval by the Con-
gress of the United States, of an order by
the President of the United States to
strike against the mainland of China, if
he should decide that such an act was re-
quired to defend Formosa and the Pesca-
dores.

There is no language of limitation to
that power anywhere in the resolution.
There is not one word of limitation to
that power from line 7 to line 11 on
page 2 of the resolution. On the con-
trary, it is the very language which
makes perfectly clear that the President
of the United States will have the au-
thority to take such other measures as
he judges to be necessary. Those other
measures could include a preventive war
strike against the mainland of China.

Here again we are involved in the very
delicate point as to what the attitudes
of the Secretary of State and the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff happen
to be in regard to the exercise of a de-
cision to make a strike on the mainland
of China.

I shall not say more on that point than
I have already said, except to refer to
the essence of it. It is, as the transcript
will show, that both the Secretary of
State and the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, in their testimony before
the committee—and I can say it now
because there has been a discussion of
it in the press, and that discussion in
the press found no source in the Senator
from Oregon, let me say—was to the ef-
fect that it may be necessary to make a
strike against the mainland of China be-
fore a strike or act of war could be made
by the Red Chinese against the United
States in our defense of Formosa and the
Pescadores.

We cannot escape the conclusion, in
my judgment, that if that is done it will
constitute an act of war on the part of
the United States against Red China
before Red China commits an act of war
against the United States. In examina-
tion of these two responsible officials of
our Government, there was no denial by
them that a strike by our forces against
the mainland of China under such cir-
cumstances would be an act of war. That
is what I am talking about, Mr. Presi-
dent. That is the position I have taken
throughout this debate. And in closing
my case on this point, I reiterate that
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never in the Senate of the United States
shall I vote for language in a resolution
which, in my judgment, cannot be recon-
ciled with the glorious history of the
United States in regard to our devotion
to peace and the proof of our devotion
to peace by a record which shows we
never committed an act of war against
a nation until that nation first commit-
ted an act of war against us.

One of the most dangerous implica-
tions of this resolution is that for the
first time in our history we now enun-
ciate a threat of aggression against a
nation not now at war with us. What
does the Senate think the effects of that
will be all over Asia? One effect will be
terrifying fear on the part of millions
that war is imminent. The Asiatic peo-
ples are becoming more and more
alarmed over the potential threat on the
part of the United States, that the United
States will decide whether it will make
a strike against another nation before
that nation has made war against us.
This threat of aggression is a departure
from the great principles of the long es-
tablished historic foreign policy of the
United States. This is a closing of the
book on that great record and the writ=-
ing of a new chapter which, in my judg-
ment, will be a black chapter in the pages
of American history if we do not modify
the language of the pending resolution.

So long as that language remains in
the resolution, let me say, Mr. President,
I am not going to accept the argument
that there is any language of limitation
upon the powers of the President of the
United States to order a sirike against
the mainland of China if he should de-
cide that such a strike should be made,
because of military events occurring on

- the mainland of China.

Mr. President, let us consider some of
the operative facts in this picture. It
is perfectly clear that those who know
me know how I hate the Communist re-
gime of Red China. But there has been
a great deal of discussion about a com-
mon hypothetical which has run through
many of the speeches, which goes some-~
thing like this: Suppose the Red Chinese
start building jet airfields or airfields ca-
pable of accommodating jet planes in
the area of the port of Amoy, or in that
part of the mainland of China which is
off the Quemoy Islands. Suppose they
concentrate large military forces there,
not only planes, but manpower. Sup-
pose they also start congregating or as-
sembling submarines and naval craft.
Are we going to wait until some overt act
of aggression against us is committed, or
are we going to strike them first?

It is thought that by raising that hy-
hypothetical question, Mr. President,
any of us who do not agree that we
should strike first are soft toward com-
munism, or that for some reason we are
following the Communist line. That is
one of the charges made against the sen-
ior Senator from Oregon in the press
today.

As I said on the floor of the Senate,
the Supreme Court of the United States
has rendered my decision on this matter
many times in our past history in great
cases where it has held that in the hour
of great crisis we should hold fast to
our constitutional processes. I say, Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

President, let us hold fast to them now
in this eritical hour. Let us not put our-
selves into such a position that we will

be judged by the world as a Nation that

has said, “We will decide for ourselves
whether we should commit an aggres-
sion first.” If we make that decision,
I fear, Mr. President, the judgment that
will rest upon the heads of generations
of Americans 50 or 100 years from today
will be to the great discredit of America.

Let Senators figuratively put them-
selves on the mainland of China for a
moment. Knowing what we know about
the viciousness of the police state and
the totalitarian methods of Red China,
it is easy for us to look at the picture
only from our side and not have any
understanding of the Chinese attitude.
Although I hate the Red Chinese leaders,
Mr. President, and although I despise
the acceptance of communism by China,
I, nevertheless, cannot get away from my
early conditioning. I remember that as
a little boy, on Sunday after Sunday
after Sunday, in my Sunday-school class,
I divided up the small amount of the
contribution I was able to make each
week into two parts. One part for the
church, and the other for missionary
work in China. That was true of mil-
lions of other American boys and girls,
because the history of the United States
is a history of great Christian under-
standing and charity toward the Chi-
nese people. We have got to win this
fight in the decades immediately ahead,
Mr. President, for the hearts and the
minds of the people behind the Iron Cur-
tain, or freedom will not prevail in the
world.

I say we must take a look at the pic-
ture from the standpoint of what the
Chinese people, by the millions, see, and
also from the standpoint of how their
thinking is being poisoned by the vicious,

lying propaganda of the Red leaders.

So, Mr. President, with the United
States still claiming it should defend
Quemoy and the Matsu, what do the
Chinese see? They see an opponent in
a civil war, the Nationalist Chinese,
occupying those islands which they say,
from the standpoint of their sovereign
rights, belong to China. Sir Anthony
Eden said so yesterday. The heads of
free states around the world today are
telling us that those islands belong not
to the Nationalist Chinese, but to China,

The answer may be made, “We do
not recognize China as a sovereign
power.” But most of our allies do, and
we cannot escape the fact that her diplo-
matic relations with us are those of a
de facto government. We seem to be
willing to have conversations with her
on some maftters. But she is a de facto
government, and there is a civil war go-
ing on between the Red Chinese and the
Nationalist Chinese over Quemoy and
the Matsu.

It would be a bad historic precedent if
we should involve ourselves in a civil war
over Quemoy and the Matsu.

That is why I said before, and repeat
in this final argument, that I would
rather walk out of the Senate of the
United States; I would rather be de-
feated tomorrow than to cast a vote
which I think may lead to the sacrifice
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of American boys in defense of the Na-
tionalist Chinese on Quemoy or the
Matsu. I fear that will be one of the
results of passing this resolution, unless
we are exceedingly lucky. If it shall not
be one of the results, it will be because
we will be protected in accordance with
that great motto of our country, “In God
we trust.” I am afraid that if this
resolution is passed, the only thing that
will reduce the strong probabilities of war
will be God Almighty directing human
destiny from His throne in the high
heavens.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from California.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will not the Sen-
ator from Oregon admit, historically
speaking, that had the United States not
intervened in the Greek civil war, all of
Greece today would be communistic?

Mr. MORSE. I do not believe the
United States intervened in the Greek
civil war in the sense that we are argu-
ing the point here. I think that what
happened in connection with the Greek
war was an aftermath of the whole Eu-
ropean problem following World War II,
and that we still had an obligation to
settle that war in the interests of peace,
and that was what we did in Greece.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

Mr. MORSE. I may say further, if
the Senator from California will pardon
me for a moment, that if we had not
intervened, I think all of Europe today
would be communistic.

The Senator may recall that as we
walked back from the joint session of
Congress, at which President Truman
laid down the Truman doctrine, I hap-
pened to be the first to rise in the Senate,
at my desk on the other side of the
aisle, and pledge to the President of the
United States my support of the Tru-
man doctrine. I did so because at that
hour it seemed to me that he was, sym-
bolicly, the great strength that stopped
communism from marching across all of
Europe. But that was directly con-
nected, I may say, with our obligations
still growing out of World War II to
maintain peace in Europe.

In this instance, we have no rights in
Quemoy or Matsu. We never have had.
Those islands always have been sover-
eign territory of China. Were we to go
into those islands and try to make them
available to the Nationalist Chinese, we
would be taking sides in a war which,
in my judgment, we should stay out of;
and also, in my judgment, we would be
taking sides on an issue in which we do
not have to become involved in order to
defend and protect Formosa, which is
many, many miles away from Quemoy
and Matsu.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Isitnota factthat
so far as the Communist world is con-
cerned, they considered the operation in
Korea on June 25, 1950, as a civil war
between the North Korean Communists
and the South Korean Republic?

Mr. MORSE. There is no question
about that,
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Mr. ENOWLAND. We intervened in
that civil war. Had we not intervened,
probably today ail of Korea, and per-
haps even Japan and more of Asia, would
be behind the Iron Curtain.

Mr. MORSE. Let me tell the Senator
from California what I believe our clear
international law obligation was in re-
gard to Korea, which not only justified
our going into Korea but which dictated
our doing so. The United States and
Russia, in the first instance, partitioned
Korea. That was not a United Nations
decision. That was a military decision,
first recommended by military advisers
of our Government, and then sanctioned
and entered into by civil officials of our
Government. We did it; the United Na-
tions did not do it.

When we did it, and when that under-
standing was entered into, then, let me
say, we had an obligation to continue to
protect the people of South Korea when
the Russians, acting through their pup-
pets, the Red Chinese, launched their at-
tack across the 38th parallel. But that
had already become an international
law obligation of the United States.

We have no legal obligation to protect
the islands of Quemoy and Matsu; to the
contrary, in my judgment, we ought to
get out of those islands, and get out
quickly.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield for a question?

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Is it not a fact that
the question involved has to do with
securing Quemoy and Matsu for the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of China, in
whose possession those islands are now
and have been historically for a long
time? Furthermore, the Government
of the Republic of China is a member
of the United Nations, recognized by a
majority of the members of the United
Nations as being the legal government of
the territory whose area is now occupied
by the Government of the Republic of
China.

Mr. MORSE. I understand that argu-
ment, but I do not accept its premise,
from this standpoint: It is a civil war
area, and we owe no obligation to the
Nationalist Government of China to re-
establish it on the mainland of China or
to reestablish it on any island it may
lose, or to keep it on Quemoy or Matsu.
I say that because, in my judgment, if
we were to do that, we would be clearly
interfering with and trying to direct the
internal affairs of a country involved in
a civil war.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Is not the Senator
from Oregon familiar with the fact that
the Chinese Communist regime admit-
tedly, despite the fact that the United
Nations itself called upon all member
states and other nations of the world to
resist the original Communist North Ko-
rean aggression in Korea, across the 38th
parallel, sent into Korea, across the Yalu
River, more than a million men, armed
with weapons of war, either by Chinese
Communist or Soviet Communist, to
make war upon the United Nations and
upon the United States, which was bear-
ing 90 percent of the manpower burden,
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and more than 90 percent of the resource
burden; that they continued that war
and helped to inflict 140,000 casualties
upon us, including some 35,000 dead; and
that that war, which the Chinese Reds
themselves initiated, and which they
themselves carried on, has been termi-
nated only by armistice terms, which the
same Communist regime has violated,
not only to the extent of building up
their armed forces in North Korea, their
air bases in North Korea, and their
equipment in North Korea, but to the
additional extent that they are now ad-
mittedly holding at least 15 American
airmen, wearing the uniform of the
United States, and perhaps as many as
800 additional American GI's?

Under those circumstances, the Chi-
nese Reds have made war upon the
United States and the other civilized
nations of the world.

So does not the Senator believe, con-
sidering that historical background, that
both the United Nations and the United
States of America have some interest in
seeing to it, as the Senator from Oregon
himself has quite well pointed out, that
a ruthless, godless regime, uninterested
in decency and international law and
order is prevented from moving out into
the Pacific and putting itself in a better
position, ultimately, to gain control of
Formosa, as they have threatened to do?

Does not the Senator recognize that
we are not discussing an innocent na-
tion on the mainland, a nation which
has not committed an act of aggression,
but, to the contrary, a nation which
stands condemned as an aggressor by the
United Nations itself.

Does not that give us some purpose,
some legality, in taking a stand, which
we might not take if the situation re-
lated, let us say, to India or to some other
nation, which had not such a history of
aggression?

Mr. MORSE. I respond by saying,
most respectfully, that if the conclusion
of the Senator from California, as I have
listened to the particulars he has listed
in his statement, is that Red China is at
war with the Unifed States, then the
Senator from California ought to have
at the desk a proposed declaration of
war against Red China. But he does not
have one there.

I think it is generally recognized that
the United States is not at war with Red
China. We are at peace with Red China.

The argument of the Senator from
California in which he calls the attention
of the Senate and of the Senator from
Oregon to the Korean situation is quite
irrelevant and immaterial to the issue
before us, as to whether or not we ought
to defend the Nationalist Chinese on
Quemoy and Matsu.

If the Senator from California thinks
that I am at all happy about or am ap-
proving of what has happened in Korea,
he is mistaken, because I think he knows
that he and I agree on more phases of
that situation than we disagree on.

But I wish to say, in answer to his
argument, that we are not at war with
Red China today; and I think we ought
to try to see if we can win a peace with
honor in the Pacific without becoming
involved in a war with Red China. If we
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become involved in one, I think we shall
be on our way to total war.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I think the key to
the Senator’s statement is that we should
have peace with honor; but the question
is, Where are we to draw the line between
a peace with honor and peace at any
price.

Mr. MORSE. I hate to think of the
judgment which the Asiatic peoples are
going to pronounce upon us if we get
into a war by making a strike against a
nation with whom we are not at war
at the time a preventive war strike is
made by us.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not wish to
encroach upon the time of the Senator
from Oregon unduly——

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Cali-
fornia has been very patient toward me
in the past, and I am glad to yield to him.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I think the issue
involved in the resolution and the state-
ment by the President is not that we will
make a strike against the Red Chinese,
or that we might engage in preventive
war or aggression against them. I think
the resolution unties our hands in case
an act of aggression shall be made upon
us while we are carrying out certain of
our obligations or certain of our desires
to help redeploy the forces of the Re-
public of China, which is the legal
government of China.

However, I shall drop that point and
say to the Senator that I, too, as a
youngster, contributed pennies to the
Chinese; and I say I have a very strong
conviction that there may be, behind the
Iron Curtain of China, as I think, indeed,
there may be behind the Iron Curtain
of Eastern Europe, literally tens, if not
hundreds, of millions of people who pray
that in the not-too-distant future the
tyranny which the Senator from Oregon
has so clearly depicted may come to an
end. The Senator pointed out the other
day that in the enslaved labor camps
literally millions of laborers are being
worked to death, and those persons may
be praying that they may not have to
live under that tyranny much longer.
Instead of the people of China feeling
that the adoption of this resolution
would be a threat to them, they may feel
that the Republic of China, holding the
coastal islands, continues to be the only
reasonable hope that some day they may
be free.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should
like to interrupt the Senator, before he
goes to the next point, to say that I cer-
tainly agree with his observation we
have many friends among the many mil-
lions of people in China; but one of my
fears is that we shall lose them quickly
if we give them proof that we will make
war before war is made vpon us. I ask
the Senator not to forget that Asiatic
boys and girls have been brought up on
the conditioning and the folklore that*
the great threat to Asia is western domi-
nation. Let us nof give them any proof
of our intention of dominating Asia and
making war against them. It would be
good communistic propaganda to pro-
claim that such was our intention.

I realize that, from a military stand-
point, the Senator and I do not agree.
My belief is that we do not have to hold
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Matsu and Quemoy in order to de-
fend Formosa. As I interpret a report
over the wire of what the Senator said
earlier today the Senator seems to think
that the resolution in effect draws a line
of demarcation in the Formosa Strait
area. One of my objections to the reso-
lution is that I do not think it draws
a line of demarcation, but, on the con-
trary, makes the whole thing ambiguous.
The resolution would result in putting us
in the position of contending that, in
order to defend islands, along the coast
of China which are in possession of one
side in a civil war, we will commit a pre-
ventive-war act if we think it would be
to our military advantage. However,
Mr. President, we have argued that point
previously. We simply do not agree that
preventive war is one of the dangers of
the resolution.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
think many people in China, both behind
and in front of the Iron Curtain, recog-
nize that a free country cannot coexist,
in the Communist interpretation of the
word, with communism, because Com-
munist governments coexist only until
they can subvert a free country from
within or destroy it by overt aggression
from without.

Since the Senator from Oregon has
referred to Christian teachings, I should
like to bring to the attention of the Sen-
ate the fact that a minister of the gospel,
whose parents spent many years in
China, wrote me, strongly protesting the
idea of coexistence with the Communist
world, in the sense that I think a great
many persons both in the Kremlin and
in Peiping refer to it, and I should like
to bring that passage of the Bible to the
attention of the Senate. It is from
Second Corinthians:

Be ye not unequally yoked together with
unbelievers: For what fellowship hath right-
eousness with unrighteousness? and what
communion hath light with darkness?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I would
reply to that good minister of the Gospel
by suggesting to him that we would not
get very far in our great Christian mis-
sionary movements in the world if we
did not try to convert the infidels.
After all, we have to mingle among
them; we have to associate with them
in order to lead them into the paths of
righteousness.

Mr. President, I use that as the spring-
board for the observation that we ought
to make the plea to the United Nations
that it become the great evangelistic
leader of political conversion in Asia.
That is why I think this resolution
ought not contain a provision which
authorizes the President to exercise, if
he desires to do so, such broad, sweep-
ing power permitting of a preventive
war act, but should contain language
which will make it perfectly clear that
«if Communist China engages in aggres-
sive action against Formosa, it will be
at war with the United States. At the
same time, we should try to prevail upon
the United Nations to offer its good of-
fices in an effort fo settle the troubles
in the Pacific by peaceful means. I
think that is the Christian approach.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The difficulty is
that while from time to time in the past
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the infidels would take violent measures
against those who would preach the Gos-
pel, at least the missionaries were al-
lowed to preach it. The trouble with
communism is that when persons enter
the Communist countries either to
preach the Gospel or to preach democ-
racy and freedom, they are liquidated in
an NKVD prison. That is the difference.

Mr. MORSE. I am not blind to the
ugly realities which confront us in this
situation. I disagree with the Senator
from cCalifornia that the way to meet
those ugly realities is to give the Presi-
dent authorization under the terms of
the resolution to make an aggressive
threat against Asia. Let me repeat what
I said last night. There was not a
word in the White House release yester-
day which in any way modified the lan-
guage in the resolution. All the Presi-
dent said, in effect, was that if it should
be decided to do more than engage in
direct self-defense of Formosa, he, the
President of the United States, would
make the decision. Of course, I would
want him to be the one to make the de-
cision, if it is to be made, although I
think such a decision should never be
made by any President of the United
States. I do not believe we ought to
violate our historic peace policy.

However, there was nothing in the
White House release of yesterday which
changed the authorization in the resolu-
tion to strike against the mainland of
China. Let me repeat to my friends
in the Senate who believe that the re-
lease justifies their voting for the reso-
lution that there is nothing in the re-
lease which in any way modifies the ex-
traordinary power which it is sought by
the resolution to give to the President.

I would not vote to give such author-
ization to any President, because we
cannot get away from the fact that if
a President, whether it be this President
or any other President, would ever exer-
cise such a power, in effect what we
would be doing, by voting for such a reso-
lution, would be predating a declaration
of war, as was stated by a great Mem-
ber of this body in conversation with
some of us some days ago. That is
what the adoption of the resolution
would do.

A great many Senators who are sup-
porting the resolution take refuge in the
assumption that the President will never
make a decision to use such power, the
authorization of which I am protesting,
I do not know whether he will or not.
He is human. He may be persuaded to
do it. If he should make such a deci-
sion he would not make it in a vacuum.
He would make it on the basis of repre-
sentations made to him. Who would
make such representations to the Presi-
dent? Military advisers would have
much to say about it. The Secretary of
State would have much to say about it.
In the kind of government under which
we operate, a President would take such
advice unless it could be shown that the
advisers were wrong.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Oregon
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER
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ator from Oregon yield to the Senator
from South Dakota?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have
said—and I shall keep my commit-
ment—that I shall yield only to the two
Senators whose remarks I am comment-
ing upon, because if I do not proceed on
that basis, in view of my position in this
debate, I may be speaking here until 7
p. m. I wish to get through in a few
minutes, and it will take me only a few
minutes to make my case if I do not yield
to others than the two Senators I have
mentioned.

Mr. President, I wish to say the Presi-
dent is going to rely upon his military
advisers; he is bound to rely upon them.
That brings about in the Senate a split
which is rather vital. There are some
Senators who have complete confidence
in the advisers of the President, and
there are some of us who do not. Some
of us are very much concerned about the
fact that the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff has given clear evidence
that he leans heavily toward a preven-
tive-war policy. I have said I believe the
difference of opinions within the Joint
Chiefs of Staff—and there are differ-
ences—have arisen because some of our
military leaders are afraid that if we get
into a war situation on the mainland of
China we do not have in being the Armed
Forces required to successfully prosecute
a war there.

Despite the fact that there are those
who seek to give the impression that the
arguments I have made in the course of
this debate have not been in the interest
of my country, I believe the fight that
those of us who are opposed to the joint
resolution have made during the debate
already has resulted in some change in
the Executive attitude. I do not think
we can explain on any other basis the
White House release of yesterday. I
hope at least the debate will help make
clear to the administration that in this
country there is great concern about the
danger that military advisers of the pre-
ventive-war school may succeed in per-
suading the Executive to take what some
of us think would be a very unfortunate
course of action if he were to authorize
a strike against the mainland of China
before an act of war was.committed
against us.

Now, Mr. President, I move to my next
point by way of summary of my argu-
ments against the joint resolution. It is
that I think the uncertainty of the joint
resolution increases, and does not de-
crease, the risk of war. The joint reso-
lution is said to be based on the premise
that miscalculation is a major cause of
war. The argument is made that if the
Kaiser and Hitler and Mussolini had
known we would engage in the recent
wars in which we have been involved—
World War I and World War II—those
wars would not have occurred. I think
that is a correct premise. However, the
joint resolution, instead of decreasing
the area of possible miscalculation, in-
creases it. The joint resolution does this
both so far as the United States is con-
cerned and so far as the Chinese Com-
munists are concerned.

The joint resolution clearly contem-
plates that United States forces may ke



1955

used to attack Communist concentra-
tions of shipping or airpower which are
being assembled in preparation for an
assault upon Formosa, the Pescadores,
or related territories. Such an action on
our part must be based upon a determi-
nation of Communist intentions. This
is an area in which allowance must be
made for a large margin of error.

Mr. President, I return to my discus-
sion of what our attitude would be if
we were Chinese and we saw powerful
American military forces concentrated
in areas close to China’s shores. We say
we have no right to assume that if the
Red Chinese concentrate airplanes on
an airfield which may be built near Amoy
Harbor their intentions toward us are
peaceful. However, if we were Chinese,
would we think the concentration of
American military forces so close to the
Chinese coast, as in the area of Quemoy,
would represent a very peaceful inten-
tion on the part of America toward these
Chinese? What makes us think they
are going to assume that our intentions
are peaceful merely because we say they
are? Because of the hysteria and the
emotionalism which are involved in the
public attitudes toward this problem, it
is difficult for us to pause long enough,
in calm reflection, to try to understand
the workings of the oriental mind in
circumstances such as these.

As I have said in previous speeches, I
believe that as a matter of international
law and right we are in a strong position
when we say, “If you approach Formosa
or the Pescadores, the areas regarding
which we have international obligations,
you will be at war with us.” But I can-
not think that when we include Quemoy
and Matsu as areas to defend we
are in the same position. Instead, in
that case we shall be in a very different
position.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield to me?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. KENOWLAND. This is the only
interruption I shall make. The Senator
from Oregon asks, “What would be our
thinking if we were Chinese and if Amer-
ican military concentrations were occur-
ring on China’s borders, and if there
were a free government on Formosa?”
Assuming that the Chinese Communists,
as a tyranny, are slightly confused them-
selves, if there were any hope of such an
effort being successful, if we were Chi-
nese we might be glad to join in rebel-
lion and try to throw off the Red tyranny.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I know
that has been the theory of some; but I
cannot get away from the fact that the
Chinese Communists drove off the Na-
tionalist Chinese, and have not allowed
them to come back. I think it is fairly
well agreed among most of us that the
Nationalist Chinese do not have any
chance of getting back to the mainland
unless we give them the support which
will put them back; and if we do that,
and if we put them back on the main-
land of China, we shall be at war. Then,
Mr. President, it seems to me we are
caught on the other horn of the dilemma.

No, Mr. President; I think we must
make the tough decision—this is my
view, although I know most of my col-
leagues disagree with me, and I respect
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their disagreement—I think we must
make the tough decision that under in-
ternational law we have no business of
having our forces 8 or 10 miles from the
coastline of China, trying to support
Chinese Nationalist forces, parties to the
civil war, on those islands. Our own
obligations end with Formosa and the
Pescadores. Our obligations to defend
Formosa and the Pescadores grow out
of the situation following World War II
and grow out of the Japanese peace
treaty.

Mr. President, I repeat that the joint
resolution clearly contemplates that
United States forces may be used to
attack Communist concentrations of
shipping or air power which are being
assembled in preparation for an assault
on Formosa, the Pescadores, or related
territories. Such an action on our part
must be based on a determination of
Communist intentions. This is an area
in which as I have said allowance must
be made for a large margin of error.

At the same time, the joint resolution,
of course, puts the Chinese Communists
on notice that they may be attacked,
without any overt act on their part,
through an American misinterpretation
of Communist ship movements or air-
field construction. As a consequence,
the Communists may misinterpret our
own ship movements, and may thereby
be led to launch an attack which other-
wise they would hold in abeyance.

The joint resolution thereby creates
an intolerable uncertainty. If we had
conducted our affairs in Europe on the
same basis, we might very well have been
plunged into war there long ago, on the
theory—which has not yet been borne
out by the facts—that the Communist
build-up in East Germany was a pre=
liminary to an attack by them on West-
ern Europe.

My next point is that the joint resolu-
tion weakens our worldwide political
position. One of the primary sources
of the strength of our position through-
out the world has been that our military
activities have been purely defensive.
We have said to the Soviet bloe, in effect,
“If you attack, we will beat you to death.”

But now we are saying—or we are
appearing to say, which amounts to the
same thing—*“If we think you are going
to attack, we will beat you to death.”
We thereby lend a color of credence to
the Soviet and the Chinese Communist
propaganda which portrays the United
States as an aggressor—either a poten-
tial aggressor or a threatener of aggres-
sion. Therefore I say, as my second
summary point, that the resolution
weakens our worldwide politicael position,

In the third place, I think the resolu-
tion would increase the temptation of
Chiang Kai-shek to provoke an attack
by Chinese Communists. The Chinese
Nationalists are obsessed with the desire
to return to the mainland. Newspaper
reports that we have written off this de-
sire may serve only to increase their des-
peration. The result may well be Na-
tionalist attacks upon the Communists
so that when the Communists retaliate
upon Formosa, the United States will
perforce have to retaliate upon the main=-
land. We would then be involved in a
full-scale war in China,
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There is another danger of involve-
ment in mainland war inherent in the
language of this joint resolution as I
read it.

I should like to invite the attention of
Senators to an Associated Press dispatch
which appeared in the China World of
January 1, 1955. A longer dispatch was
published in the New York Times., Both
of them I shall place in the REcorp mo-
mentarily. The one in the China World
reads as follows:

CHIANG PrEDICTS EARLY OUTBREAK OF
FuLL-ScALE WaAR

TarpEH, January 1.—Chiang Kai-shek Fri-
day declared the Red attacks on Nationalist
offshore islands were *“the overture to the
battle of Taiwan (Formosa) Strait.”

“A full-scale war may break out at any
time,"” Chiang declared in a New Year's state-
ment to the people.

Chiang spoke after conferences with Adm.
Arthur W. Radford, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, who is here for a series of
meetings, presumably on the defense of
Formosa.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
this point as a part of my remarks the
longer story, which is listed as a special
dispatch to the New York Times, having
been published in the New York Times
for January 1, 1955. The article is en-
titled “Chiang Foresees War at Any
Time."”

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECogb,
as follows:

CHIANG FORESEES WAR AT ANY TIME—NEW
YEAR MESsAGE CALLS RED ATTACKS oN ISLES
OVERTURE TO FORMOSA STRAIT BATTLE

Tarresr, FormosA, December 31.—A full-
scale war between the Chinese Nationalists
and Communists may break out at “any
time,"” Generalissimo Chiang Kal-shek,
president of Nationalist China, said today in
a New Year's message. He declared that
Communist attacks against the Nationalist
island outposts of Quemoy and the Tachens
in the last 3 months were overtures to the
battle for the Strait of Formosa.

This statement in a New Year message was
regarded as significant, since Generalissimo
Chiang earlier had contended, as he did
again today, that Communist invasion of
Formosa would be the beginning of the de-
struction of the Communist regime on the
Chinese mainland.

He also warned the world that “1955 will
witness the further deterioration of inter=-
national relations.” He did not elaborate
this statement.

For the first time the Generalissimo com-
mented on the United States-Formosa mu-
tual-defense treaty in his message. He sald
the treaty not only completes a necessary
link nearest the fighting front but also
strengthens our bastion for counterattack
and increases our combat potential.

But the Generalissimo immediately added
that in a Nationalist counterattack against
the mainland “we do not ask for their
[friendly nations’] active participation.” He
also added “in the final analysis we must
realize that the future of China can be de=-
cided only by ourselves.”

Adm. Arthur W. Radford, Chairman of
the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff, who
is in Formosa for a 4-day visit, held a top-
level secret military conference this morning
with key Nationalist military leaders, in-
cluding Gen. Chou Chih-jou, secretary gen-
eral of the National Security Conference;
Gen. Sun Li-jen, Presidential Chief of Staff,
who was educated at Virginia Military In-
stitute, and Gen. Peng Meng-chi, Acting
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Chief of the General Staff. Generalissimo
Chiang presided at the 2-hour conference.

Well-informed sources felt certain that
Admiral Radford had gone over the entire
Formosan defense plan with the Nationalist
generals.

Admiral Radford has conferred officially
with the Generalissimo twice since his arrival
yesterday afternoon. Another purpose of Ad-
miral Radford's visit is believed to obtain
data for testimony before a Senate committee
on the mutual defense treaty. He may also
intend to bring back to the Senate General-
issimo Chiang's assurance that the Nation-
alists would not undertake any actions that
might increase the danger of a third world
Wwar.

The admiral is expected to leave Formosa
Monday after spending the New Year’s holi-
day with Generalissimo Chiang.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, we have
discussed this point backward and for-
ward, and thrashed it over, so that all T
need to say in behalf of the opponents
of the joint resolution is that we feel
that one of the great dangers in this
situation, because of what we believe are
the commitments of defense which will
be undertaken under it, is that it in-
creases the possibility, the probability,
and the danger of Chiang involving the
United States in war because of some
overt act he may commit along the coast-
line of China, either on the Quemoy or
Matsu Islands, or at some other point.

I repeat that I do not propose to vote
for a joint resolution which, in my judg-
ment, would increase the probability of
the danger of the Nationalist Chinese
getting us involved in a war on the main-
land of China, because of our defense of
Quemoy or Matsu.

The evidence on this point is already
beginning to pile up. The Washington
Star of January 27 printed an Associated
Press story from Taipeh which included
these two significant paragraphs:

Emboldened by the rising concentration
of United States air and sea strength around
troubled Formosa, the Nationalists today
staged an air raid in broad daylight on
Yikiangshan Island. * * *

Yikiangshan has been raided only in early
morning hours, but with Sabres on Formosa
and powerful units of the United States Tth
Fleet standing by, the Nationalists attacked
possible Red invasion buildups on Yiklang-
shan in midafternoon.

I say that if the Nationalists were
emboldened to attack this island, they
may be sufficiently emboldened to attack
Quemoy or Foochow tomorrow; and if
the Communists should then retaliate
from the mainland, we would be com-
mitting ourselves to carry the attack to
the mainland. I do not see how we
could avoid such a situation.

Fourth, by way of summary, I should
say that the joint resolution insufficiently
emphasizes the role of the United Na-
tions. I have already commented on it,
but I will say this in conclusion:

Our worldwide position would be im-
measurably strengthened if we proceeded
in this matter through the United Na-
tions instead of projecting ourselves
unilaterally into the situation. Formosa
is no more important to the defense of
the Western Pacific than is Korea. We
could have made an equally good case
for the unilateral defense of South
Eorea, from the viewpoint strictly of
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protecting vital United States interests
in Japan, But our position throughout
the world was greatly strengthened be-
cause the defense of South Korea was
made a United Nations enterprise instead
of a United States enterprise.

That is why I shall support with great
enthusiasm the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY],
which proposes to amend the “whereas”
or preamble section of the joint resolu-
tion so as to make it perfectly clear to
the world that we are inviting, urging,
and asking for United Nations participa-
tion in an attempt to settle this very
troublous potential war situation in the
Formosa area.

Fifth, I think the joint resolution is
more likely to encourage additional
fighting than to promote stability. The
testimony and argument in committee
were to the effect that the resolution was
necessary to stabilize conditions in the
area. In my opinion, the opposite would
ke the effect of the joint resolution. I
do not believe it would produce stability,
but instability. I do not believe it would
produce peace, but would threaten war.
If we really want to stabilize the situa-
tion in the Formosa area, then I think
we ought to face the fact that until the
United Nations really steps in and, by
some sort of trusteeship, mandate, or
protectorate—I care not what label may
be applied to it—assumes jurisdiction
under the obligations of the United Na-
tions charter to maintain peace in the
Pacific, we must defend Formosa and the
Pescadores. We must make clear that
we will defend Formosa and the Pesca-
dores at least up until the time the
United Nations works out some peaceful
solution of the problem. We should
make clear that we will use the Tth Fleet
to prevent—from Formosa, at least—
attacks on the mainland of China; and
that we will use the 7th Fleet to prevent
attacks from the mainland of China on
Formosa. That leaves out of our juris-
diction entirely whatever the Chinese
Nationalists want to do off Quemoy or off
the Matsu Islands, on their own. I think
we all know that they cannot do much on
their own, without our logistic support,
our military support, and our coverage
and backing up.

It might be argued that such a course
would encourage the Chinese Commu-
nists in their aggressions and subversions
elsewhere in Asia. On the contrary,
however, it would put us in a better posi-
tion to counter their activities elsewhere.

China’s future does not lie with either
Chou En-lai or Chiang Kai-shek, and
the more we disassociate ourselves from
both, the better the position we will be
in to take advantage of opportunities
which may present themselves to help
the Chinese people achieve the freedom
which they deserve, and which all of us
want to see them have,.

On this point, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at this
point as a part of my remarks an article
entitled “United States Saberjets Fly to
Formosa for ‘Any Mission in Reason,’”
published in the Washington Star of
January 27, 1955.

January 28

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

UNITED STATES SABERJETS FLY To FORMOSA FOR
“Any Mission 1w ReasonN"—EMEBOLDENED
NATIONALISTS STAGE RAID ON YIKIANGSHAN
N Broap DAYLIGHT

_ Tarpe1r, Formosa, January 27.—Saberjets
from Okinawa and the Philippines—possibly
75 strong, flew to Formosa today prepared
“within reason to handle any mission.”

The words were those of Lt. Gen. Roger
Ramey, 5th Air Force commander, who flew
from headquarters in Japan for the transfer
operation,. which showed the mobility of the
Far East Air Forces.

Emboldened by the rising concentration of
United States air and sea strength around
troubled Formosa, the Nationalists today
staged an air raid in broad daylight on
Yikiangshan Island.

General Ramey told a news conference he
did not know how long the Sabres of the 16th
Fighter-Bomber Wing would remain here,
nor would he discuss any possible missions.

United States planes and warships are ex-
pected to cover the expected Nationalist
evacuation of the Tachens, 200 miles north
of Formosa, but General Ramey would not
even say if the wing had been assigned any
mission.

The 18th brought its own ground crews
and by afternoon Sabrejets were flying prac-
tice missions off Formosan fields. The jets
have been modified to carry bomb loads.

The arrival of the United Btates jets,
which outclassed the best Russlan-made
MIGs in the Korean war, served to under=
score United States determination to fight
for Formosa if necessary and raised National-
ist spirits.

Yikiangshan has been raided only in early
morning hours, but with Sabres on Formosa
and powerful units of the United States
Tth Fleet standing by, the Nationalists
attacked possible Red invasion buildups on
Yikiangshan in midafternoon.

The Defense Ministry did not give the
type of bombers involved, but it said that
three Communist landing craft on the beach
at Yikiangshan were strafed and heavily
damaged. This indicated that light bomb-
ers, which can hit the deck, also were in
on the raids. Military installations were re-
ported hit and large fires started.
~ The Nationalists have been pounding Yi-
kiangshan with four-engine bombers since
the Communists seized the island last week.
The big bombers attacked the island last
night and again today.

The Sabres landed at a Nationalist air-
force base as reports from elsewhere indi-
cated the 7th Fleet—already given the addi-
tional muscle of three more aircraft car-
rlers—was being reinforced further.

The jets would add tremendous striking
power to the United States Tth Fleet, now
gathered near here and ready for action if
ordered.

(A report from Singapore sald the fleet
itself apparently would be beefed up by the
addition of the aireraft carrier Midway. The
45,000-ton flatop was due there February 4
but United States Navy officials said she is
now heading north. Four other United
States carriers, the Essex, Yorkiown, Kear-
sarge, and Wasp, are in Formosa waters with
the fleet.

(Four United States destroyers cut short
a courtesy call to Singapore and sailed from
there today. Americian naval sources said
they were presumably continuing their voy-
age to the United States, but their abrupt
departure stirred speculation they, too, were
headed for the Formosa area.

(United States naval sources in Hong Eong
eaid a scheduled call there by the cruiser
Pittsburgh had been canceled and the ship
diverted to other areas.)
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In Taipeh, the best guess was that Chi-
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PorTrAND, OrEc., January 27, 1955.

nese Nationalist naval forces would carry Senator WaYNE MORSE,

out the actual evacuation of the Tachens,
screened and covered by -the gathering
United States air and sea power.

(Gen. Earle E. Partridge, Far East Air
Forces commander, said in Tokyo other
FEAF offensive units are being redeployed
to forward bases. He said the transfer ex-
emplifies the global capability of United
States Air Force units to move at Jet speeds
to any trouble spot.

{This could mean that long-range bombers
were being moved closer to the troubled For-
mosa area, possibly Okinawa.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, T also ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp representative communica-
tions which I have received from various
parts of the country with regard to the
joint resolution. I think it is very true
that the American people are concerned
and disturbed over the joint resolution.
I happen to think that in a free political
society they have the right to raise their
voices, expressing their opinions and
their viewpoint, because if war should
come they, along with us here in the
Congress, would be the ones who would
do the dying. The chances are great, as
our military briefings show, that death
will befall millions of individuals in our
own country.

So, as we come to take this historic
course of action on this resolution, which
each of us knows will be taken by an
overwhelming vote in the Senate, I think
it is particularly appropriate that the
viewpoint of a cross-section of American
grass-roots opinion be placed in the
Recorp, I therefore ask unanimous con-
sent to insert in the Recorp at this point
as a part of my remarks representative
communications which I have received
on the subject.

There being no objection, the com-
munications were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

SaLEM, OrEG., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We applaud your stand on Formosan reso-
lution in Foreign Relations Committee. We
urge a United Nations trusteeship for For-
mosa, pending a plebiscite by the inhabi-
tants. Strong Senate minority vote against
resolution would give encouragement to
United Nations supporters in all parts of the
world. Count on us for help.

Arthur H, Bone, Rev. Julian J. Keiser,
J. W. Brasher, Guy Jonas Violet, N.
Nettleton, J. E. Hyatt, Helen Jonas,
Esther Hyatt, Laura B. Smith, David
Stall, V. S. Andle, Hamet and Hayden
Smithson, Alice H. Stoll, Cecil Wick-
line, Harold E. L. Barton, Marvin Net-
tleton, Corine K. Smith, Ruth O'Day,
John W. Bollinger, John A. Rademaker,
Elizabeth Rademaker, Lucy and Thom-
as Bennett, Margaret and Murco Ring-
nalda, H. Ivan Lovell, Cecil Monk, Alan
B. Berg, T. J. Shipler.

PorTLAND, OREG., January 27, 1955.
Senator Way~Ne MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:

Am proud of Oregon for having sent you
to Senate to serve America in this crisis.
You are real statesman with sanity, courage,
leadership of the highest quality, and keen
insight into realities of situation. With you
there is some hope of avoiding war, Much
support here for your position.

Howarp WiLLITS.
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Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We are in full agreement with your posi-
tion on the Formosa resolution. Ask that
you do all in your power to get this very
dangerous- development before the United
Nations. We trust that you and Senator
Neuvsercer will do everything possible to

prevent world war IIL

GEORGE BREwSTER and Famiry.
PorTLAND, OREG., January 27, 1955.
Senator Wayne MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

During 25 years of interest in national poli-
tics, this is the first time I have felt com-
pelled to wire my protest to Washington over
the impending action on Formosa. I hope
you will do your best to prevent Congress
from making the biggest mistake of its his-
tory.

James S. FANTZ.
PORTLAND, OREG., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Glad you voted against China war reso-
lution. Fully support your views. Hope
Senate will go on record that it cannot by
resolution either enlarge President’s consti-
tutional power nor share his constitutional
duty. Senate should insist we play ball
with U. N. team and not go it alone.

ERNEST BONYHADI,
MoNMoUTH, OREG., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

I commend your stand as reported on radio
tonight on President’s resolution. I strongly
urge that Senate does not allow leeway for
preventive war philosophy to prevail.

R. C. MORGAN,
PORTLAND, OREG., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Deepest heartfelt congratulations your
stand regarding Eisenhower's provocative
war moves. War danger great at this time.
Compare present economiec situation, unems-
ployment, lower farm prices, stock-market
filuctuation, etc., with period prior to Korean
war. Not you but Eisenhower is committing
political suicide. May your courage be con-
taglous.

HERBERT SIMPSON.
PORTLAND, OREG., January 27, 1955.
Benator WaAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Continue opposing the new resolution,
which means certain war. We will be with-
out allies if we act on our own outside the
United Nations.

Mr. and Mrs. M. DRAGOON.

PORTLAND, OREG., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MomsE:
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:
Sincere congratulations on your Formosan
stand. May you thus always have the cour=-
age of your convictions. This time Eisen-
hower is dead wrong. Please mark us as two
of your campaign workers for 1956.
EATHLEEN and RoBerT EvANS.

ESTACADA, OREG., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE;
Senate Office Building, Washington, D, C.:
I heartily approve your statement urging us
to run the calculated risks of peace. Your
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efforts to counsel patience are splendid.
EKeep it up. :
JoHN L. WALLEN.

ALBANY, OrEG., January 26, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MoORSE:
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:
Stand firm against the interests and con-
gressional representatives who are willing to
sacrifice American lives in this Chinese civil
war. Try to stop this reckless action of our
Government that could start a world war
and possibly destroy all of us. This message
for Senator NEUBERGER also.
HARLIN TALBERT.

PorTLAND, OREG., January 26, 1955.
Senator WaYnE MoRSE:

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

.Congratulations on your stand on Formosa
policy resolution,

Leo Sawms,
Savem, Orec., January 26, 1955.
United States Senator MORSE,
Washington, D. C.?

Congratulations on your courageous vote
against Ike's Formosa plan. More power to
you.

A. M. VISTICA.

WooDBURN, OREG.

JuncTion Crry, OReG., January 26, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,

Senate Office Building:

Very proud of you Wednesday. Expect you
to retain right to decide on war at time of
incident, not to rubber-stamp blank-check
authority for President or military to use at
their discretion. We favor diplomacy, not
military to ease tension. Hold you morally
accountable to reserve right to make final
decision. Saving world's peace more impor=
tant than saving our face. Be cautious these
days of impetuous actions.

Mr. and Mrs. Marvin G. PURSINGER.

DEArR SBENATOR Morse: We applaud and
admire your stand on armed forces in Asia.
It takes real courage to take a stand on this
issue and we trust more Americans will voice
their support of your stand.

Sincerely,
JOHN W. BOLLINGER,
Bollinger’s Farm and City Supply,
Salem, Oreg.

PORTLAND, OrEG., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:

Congratulations—courage against fight
against war. Interference in internal affairs
of China lost American boys for profits.

. H. 8. MacraY,
PoORTLAND, OREG., January 26, 1955.

Dear SENATOR MoRsE: I see by tonight's
paper you are against any resolution that
might get us into world war III. Congratu-~
ations. Thank you.

Why can’'t the United States of America
mind its own business and let China fight
out its own problems?

If Chiang hadn't let inflation get out of
hand, which starved the loyal Chinese, he
would not have been deposed.

I have friends who lived in China and the
plight of the poor was terrible.

Sincerely yours,
VIVIAN STRATTON.

PorTLAND, ORrEG., January 25, 1955.

DeAr SBENATOR Morse: I am so very much
opposed to President Eisenhower's request
for special powers to order the attack on
the mainland of China as a preventive war
measure, This, I fear, would turn into its
opposite, and be the beginning of a world
war and not its prevention.
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Hitler's attacks against the many European
nations were also claimed by him as being
preventive measures, but where did it lead
to? Why or how can we expect any adven-
ture of this nature by us to bring about
any better ending?

Very truly yours,
NorRMAN HAALAND.
PORTLAND, OREG., January 26, 1955.

Dear SENATOR: I am impelled to send you
a note to congratulate you on your stand on
the bill to bomb China. That's the greatest
thing you've done to date in my way of
thinking.

Very truly,
LARRY SUPOVE.
WILSHIRE METHODIST CHURCH,
Portland, Oreg., January 27, 1955,
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr, Morse: I was happy to see that
you were more cognizant than some of our
representatives at Washington of some of
the problems involved in giving the Presi-
dent almost dictatorial powers in the pos-
sible commitment of our Nation into a war
with China.

It behooves the representatives of the peo-
ple to keep the control of the Nation in its
own hands.

Certainly the solution of the problems in-
volved in the western Pacific can only he
through the United Nations and China, no
matter what its government, cannot finally
be ignored by that body.

I feel sure that your influence will be
on the side of a peaceful United Nations
approach to the solution of the problems
involved in the Pacific areas.

Sincerely yours,
EvERETT H. GARDNER.
Newserc, OrEc., January 26, 1955.
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR MoRsE: We are glad that you
voted against President Eisenhower’s plan
to use direct military intervention in the
Formosa area. As yet, we do not know
your reasons for so voting, but we feel it
safe to assume you believed the danger of
world war would be increased.

If the United States continues to stay in
Chinese territories and interfere in what
is a civil war, world war will be very close.
Only by turning the Formosa territory over
to the United Nations, can war be averted.

We hope you will continue your strong
and courageous stand against those who
would plunge us into a hopeless war.

Yours truly,
DoNN SCHRODER.
EprTH M. SCHRODER.
PORTLAND, OREG., January 28, 1955.
Benator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We are terribly concerned about Eisen-
hower’s new war proposals. Keep up the
good work and vote against it. We want no
third world war.

RoseE and BERNARD LEOPOLD.
PORTLAND, OREG., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington D. C.:

Keep up the good work. Time is needed to

rally support.
JoHN MACKENZIE,
PORTLAND, OREG., January 28, 1955.
Senator WaYy~Ne MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

My congratulatitons for your courageous

and correct opposition to the war program

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

advocated by our President. Eeep the fight
up. I feel the forces of peace are just be=-
ginning to get vocal on this issue.

NoRMAN HAALAND,

PoRTLAND, OREG,, January 26, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington D. C.:

We're with you in fight to maintain Con-
gress’ constitutional position. Effort to pre-
vent a standing declaration of war com-
mendable. TUrge filibuster to give other
Americans chance to see consequences of
this precedent-setting measure.

Harry Fucis, DAwWN ToOMLINSON, Bo-
DON ANDERSON, ANNE LUNT, BRUCE
GraY, Bir HUNT,

Reed College.

GrEsHAM, OREG., January 28, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.»

By all means continue your stand against
the United States becoming involved in an-
other major conflict.

LEwis N. LevY,
PORTLAND, OREG., January 28, 1955.
Benator WaYNE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.!:

Your courageous stand against admin-
istration’'s agressive war policy, China-
Formosa area has earned deep gratitude of
all peace-minded Americans. Congress
must not make greatest blunder in Ameri-
can history. People here solidly support
your efforts to defeat administration pro-
posal in Senate. Keep up the good fight.

Mr. and Mrs. MELVIN N. LoNDON.
PORTLAND, OREG., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.2

Congratulations strong opposition Eisen-
hower's predated declaration war. Urge
effort to extend debate to give time for more
to become informed.

Mr. and Mrs. H. M. NEWMAN.
CHESTER, Pa., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
The Senate, the Capitol:

Do not let this Formosa folly pass un-
altered. This moment of hysteria needs
your strong conviction.

THEODORE OLSAN,
VAN Nuys, CALwr., January 27, 1955.
Benator WAYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C:

Urge you oppose congressional approval of
any action that will involve us in war with
China. Let Chinese settle their own prob-
lems.

ESTELLE BRISKER.
NEw York, N. Y., January 28. 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE:

Thanks for the courage to dissent.

J. SCHULMAN,

New York, N. Y., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
More power to your fight to preserve
America’s honor and peace of world.
PHILIP ALLEN,
Woobsipg, N, Y.

BALTIMORE, Mb., January 27, 1955.
SBenator WayweE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.!

Congratulations on your stand against
interfering in another country’s affairs at the
grave risk of war. Highly gratified to see you
remain firm and courageous in face of the

January 28

‘blind hysteria prevalent in Congress. Peace-
loving Americans urge you to keep up the
good work.

Mr. and Mrs. S. SCHMERLER.

WASHINGTON, D. C., January 28, 1955.
WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Your position in current Formosa debate
entirely proper. However, I have grave mis-
givings in going even as far as you propose.
An affirmative and armed stand agalnst Com-
munist aggression is needed, but I do not
feel support of Chinese Nationalist Govern-
ment, because of what it represents, is the
best place to make such a stand. This is
my personal view as a fellow Oregonian.

J. Howarp HICKS,
Secretary-Treasurer, Office Employees
International Union.
BALTIMORE, Mbp., January 27, 1955.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.?

Wholeheartedly back your position against
preventive war drive. President Eisen-
hower’s request for deployment of forces in
Far East inevitable lead to world war. Wish
you success in stopping this maneuver.

MiutoN and GERTRUDE SEIF,
BrEwsTER, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYyNE MORSE, ’
Washington, D. C.:

Commend your stand and urge continued
opposition to China lobby and preventive
war,

CarL DREHER.

NortH CoNwaAY, N. H., January 28, 1955,
Senator WaYNE MORSE,

The Capitol, Washington, D. C.:

I applaud your vallant and clear-sighted
opposition to the Formosa resolution and
pray that you may continue strong and con-
fident until the sober, good sense of Congress
returns. The Formosa resolution is danger-
ously unwise, it does not offer the Chinese
Communists an opportunity for retreat, and
it presents the Russians with a precise for-
mula for provoking us to conflict, which they
may speedily do, because their policy aims
at getting us snarled up in Asia. We must
take a resolute stand against Communist
subversion and aggression, but let us not
give away military secrets by announcing
where and when, and let us choose our
ground wisely in defense of genuine democ-
racy.

Yours truly,
ROEBERT P. BRUNDAGE.

CLEVELAND, OHIo, January 28, 1855.
Benator Wa¥YNE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Support your stand against intervention
in Formosa. No more Koreas.

PAUL ALBERT.
Paro Avto, Cavrr., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

‘We strongly urge that you do your utmost
to prevent the further involvement in Chi-
nese affairs now being contemplated by our
Government. We consider the proposed
measures with respect to Formosa to be
dangerously contrary to the best interests
of our Nation.

Mr. and Mrs. Davip E. ALLEN, Jr.

FmsT CONGREGATIONAL CHURCH,
Lakeview, Mich., January 26, 1955,
My Dear SENATOR: I am confident that you
will do everything in your power to induce
the Senate to act with caution and restraint
in the matter of the administration’s request
for broad powers to defend Chiang Kai-shek.
This looks like a headlong plunge into world
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catastrophe and mnatlonal ruin. Senator
Lowe is quoted as demanding caution. Sen-
ator KEFAUVER 15 demanding U. N. action and
not unilateral action on our part. The
prayers for peace were meant to lull us to
sleep. Why should American boys die for
the Formosa dictator? Why should we pre-
cipitate a world war to defend this man who
betrayed us and his own people in World
War II?

Bincerely yours,

Rev. A, W. EAUFFMAN,

McGUIRE-JOHNSON, PUBLISHERS,

Wadsworth, Ill., January 27, 1955.

Dear SenaTor Morse: Thank you for your
courageous and farsighted stand in defense
of the American people, of justice, and of
morality. I refer to your opposition to giv-
ing a carte blanche go-ahead in this Far
Eastern crisis. But I could say the same
thing to you on numerous other matters, for
your leadership and brilliance in guldance
during these difficult days is one of the great
bright hopes that perhaps ultimately some
order can come to civilized soclety and na-
tlons can act maturely and with justice.

Why does our Government not make clear
that we will defend only those lands lying
east of the jurisdictional line released to us
by Japan? What possible justification do we
have for defending any other lands of China
or what madness could prompt us to even
thinking of bombing concentrations on the
Chinese mainland?

What is the magic hold that Chiang and
the China lobby has on our Government?
What possible moral justification would we
have for “pushing” Chiang and his corrupt
and despotic government upon the Chinese
people when they have once cast him out?

In the long run, what madness could
prompt our Government to risk war now?
Do we possibly think that Russla with her
atomic bombs would stand idly by while we
bombed China’s mainland?

Please go on and try to bring some sort
of enlightenment to our Government and
.our people in this hysteria-beclouded mo-
ment of our history.

May we again thank you for your strong
leadership and clarity of thought and highly
principled actions. You vindicate and jus-
tify the people’s faith in democratic govern-
ment. God bless you.

Faithfully yours,
Myra C. JoEHNSON and MARCELLA McGUIRE.

P. S—Why can't we work through the
United Nations on this Far Eastern matter?

WILMETTE, ILL., January 27, 1955.

Dear SENATOR MoRse: I hope you will con-
tinue to oppose President Eilsenhower's plan,
which includes interference in China's affairs
and the very real chance of war.

The program which at first glance seemed
to be for peace now seems to include ap-
proval by the Senate of a preventive war.

Thank you for your courageous fight for
liberal views.

GLENN L. ANDERSON.
Bic RuN, W. VA, January 26, 1955.
GENTLEMEN OF THE UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, D. C.

Sms: Call it what you may, but it should
be clear to anyone whose memory is as long
as his shortest finger that the American peo-
ple do not care for police actions or pre-
ventive war. They do not care for gag rule
nor dictators under any disgulse or exegesis.
Their voices ring the theme that Chiang and
all his filthy henchmen are not worth the
spilling of American blood. They are not so
concerned about aims as they are about
effects. The stray bullet is just as deadly as
the deliberately aimed one.

This game of ostrich, ostrich, who will be
next, is now growing threadbare. We cannot
dictate to, nor police, the Orient; to attempt
it is to be swallowed by it. Five thousand
years of history attest that the central Orient

-get what we want by war.”
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conquers its conquerors by swallowing them.
The writer proposes that we tempt not the
quagmire.
Very respectfully yours,
J. HERBERT HIGGINBOTHAM,

Thank you, Senator, for a voice of wisdom
and reason. It is a premium commodity
these days, even in the United States Senate.

InpiaNAPOLIS, IND., January 27, 1955.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.;

Congratulations on your courageous stand.

Continue the fight for peace.
MerLE H. MILLER,
January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MoRse,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Smr: May I express to you my whole-
hearted support and admiration for your
position in regard to the President’s resolu-
tion on the Formosa defense. I feel there
is no moral or historical reason for our in-
volvement in a civil war of the Chinese, We
are endangering the entire world with all-
out confiict when we act so irresponsibly.

Thank you for your position of sanity.
American lives and morals are at stake, and
I feel you are serving both when you oppose
our involvement in China.

Respectfully yours,
Mary HORTATSAS.

CHICAGO, ILL.

New MivForp, CoNN., January 27, 1955.

Dear BEwaTOR: We were glad to hear by
radio that you oppose the President’s demand
for the power to make war without further
recourse to Congress. Maybe he would never
use it, but we think to give that power to
any one single man is dangerous, as well as
totally against the American way.

We wrote our own Senators to oppose this
move, and we hope the House of Representa-
tives will reconsider its rash and too-hasty
action.

We note on this morning’s broadcast that
General MacArthur states that ‘we cannot
That is of course
how we feel.

We hope you will be able to stem the tide
of hysteria and stop the indecent rushing of
our country into an adventure that might
prove fatal to us and to the entire world.

We are grateful to you and are praying that
you and those who think like you will prevail
in this crisis.

Sincerely,
ELEANOR STEVENSON.
RuTH ERICKSON.

BaLTIMORE, Mbp., January 26, 1955.
Senator WaYNE MORSE:
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENaToR Morse: We wholeheartedly
support and appreciate your sane, prineipled,
and courageous stand against President
Eisenhower’s Formosa policy. Your voice
has already stemmed the prevalling war mood
and brought before the American people at
least an alternative to armed threats as an
instrument of national poliey.

Very truly yours,
Henry and SHIRLEY MARK.
Mr. and Mrs. Henry Mark.

HarTrorn, CoNN., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE:
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

Congratulations; again congratulations.
History will record that you performed great
national service by your courage, your oppo-
sition to Eisenhower Formosan resolution.
You speak for people of Connecticut and
throughout America.
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House of Representatives, as well as Presi-
dent Eisenhower, will soon realize they are
victims of gigantic hoax. Ignore false charge
of softness to communism and lead American
people to peace. One month ago Secretary
Dulles stated Red China had nothing with
which to capture Formosa. Chiang Kai-shek
must go. I lived throughout China off and
on for 35 years including 6 years as consul
in Foochow, 3 years in Swatow, and 3 years
in Canton. Hence, I have particularly inti-
mate knowledge of south China coast.
Please give copy of this telegram to Senator
SPARKMAN.

GorpoN L, BURKE,
United Stales Foreign Service Office,
Retired.
BALTIMORE, Mb., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Congratulations on your stand on For-
mosa. May you be able to bring sanity to
those who would rush our boys to war.

Mr. and Mrs. Lovis SHUB.
EriE, Pa., January 27, 1955.

Dear SENaTOR MorsE: Thank you for your
courageous stand on this Formosa business.

There are many people who feel that this
resolution is too broad to be entrusted to
the discretion of Dulles, KEnowland, Radford,
et al.

We could easily be blundered into an all-
out war with Red China.

You will recall that Winston Churchill
Just a short time ago warned “that it would
be the greatest tragedy that could befall the
United States of America.”

With best of regards,
RoBeERT M. FINNELL,

MobesTo, CALIF., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Congratulations on your stand. Must not
giv~ any person power to involve us in war
on China mainland.

t TED KALSEEN,

BrookLYN, N. Y., January 26, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Chamber,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SewaToR: Thank God for your cour-
age and wisdom in voting against the pro-
posal to defend Formosa. We are very much
distressed to see the President’s action rush-
ing the American people into a war. We
applaud your stand to safeguard our coun-
try from a catastrophic war with the Chinese,
We depend upon you to alert the other Sen=-
ators to the great peril of the President's
proposal.

Respectfully yours,
Mr. and Mrs. IRVING WALLACH.

SouTrH HADLEY, Mass., January 27, 1955.

Dear Mr. MoRrse: As a college senior and a
Democrat who has followed your career of
bipartisanship with pleasure, I want to thank
you for a sound evaluation of the far-
eastern situation and the Formosan dyna-
mite. Your speech was earnest and forth-
right; we need you and the Senators like
you in our Congress. I hope, at least, on
the Senate floor the clause permitting
United States bombing of mainland ports
in any eventuality will be struck out.

Having lived in China till 1949, I keenly
feel your point that the mainland, for all
the evil of the Communist dictatorship, has
a sovereign right to Formosa; and agree
with Senator Long that Chiang Kal-shek has
“no more certain purpose than to have the
United States fully involved in an all-out
war with Red China."

May God bless you in your continued dedi-
cation to your work and to your country.

Sincerely yours,
BEVERLY LINDHOLM,
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MILL VALLEY, CaLTF., January 28, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.»
Peace-loving citizens here stand against
administration resolution for sweeping war
powers in Formosa Straits. Continue to op-
pose war drive and urge coworkers to join
you. Appreciate your courageous stand for
peace.
MARGUERITE EDISES.

WasHINGTON, D. C,, January 27, 1955.

DEeArR SENATOR MORSE: As always, your
words, which came to me over WRC this
morning, were enlightening.

May you and those helping you be able to
hold off the decision until all of us can see
this situation clearly and with understand-
ing.

Sincerely,
MaY FRANK RHOADS,

OAKLAND, CaLIF., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.: *

We heartily endorse your noble stand
against granting warmaking powers to the
President. Keep up the fight against those
who would plunge us into catastrophe on
the hollow pretext of defending Formosa.

Mr. and Mrs. IRWIN LUCKMAN,

Van Nuys, CALIF., January 28, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We urge you to oppose giving away Con-
gress’ right to declare war as provided in
our Constitution. Our Senators and Repre-
sentatives reflect more thinking and con-
sclence than is embodied in one man. We
also feel our position regarding Formosa is
unwarranted, as it is an internal Chinese
affair,

Louis CoSSAK.
JuLia CossAK.
FRANCES KLEIN.
LoNG BEAcH, CaLrr,, January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE:

Congratulations on fight against preven-
tive war resolution. Lives should not be
risked to maintain Chiang-MacArthur pro-
posal. We who hope to abolish war should
receive consideration.

Regards,
GEORGE E., SHIBLEY.

BosToN, MAass,, January 27, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

President’s resolution is tantamount to
declaration of war no matter how amended,
and can mean war of attrition worse than
10 Koreas, if not a nuclear destruction of
mankind, United States will only further
allenate Asian countries. Ask you vote down
this resolution.

Leon RABIN.
Browx, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: Having just read a partial ac-
count of your speech concerning the For-
mosa question to the Senate, I wish to say
that I regret that I am not a resident of the
State of Oregon. How much prouder of you
I could be, were that to be the case. Since
it is not, I must content myself with the
lesser satisfaction it is to know that if I can't
vote for you, I can at least root for you.

I am, in profound respect, and with the
hope that I am one of a very great many
who have been inspired and moved to re-
spond because of your display of courage and
integrity.

HARRY GRANT.
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ALLENTOWN, PA., January 27, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.

My Dear BSENATOR: Congratulations on
your fine stand on the Formosa gquestion.
Those are not our islands, and the more we
act as if they were, the more friends this
country loses in the world.

Sincerely yours,
RIcHARD W. REICHARD,

OAKLAND, CaLIr., January 28, 1955.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Keep up good work., Battle of Formosa
is not our fight.
Frances TANDY,

Los AncELES, CaLrF., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

Strongly support your stand to defeat
President Eisenhower’'s request for blank
check to make war agailnst China. Let no
American life be lost to maintain reaction-
ary unpopular Chiang Kali-shek on Formosa.
I do not believe Formosa vital to defense of
United States or territory.

THOMAS JACOBS.
Laxe Fomrest, IuL., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

As long time former residents of China,
we heartily commend your stand on the cur-
rent debate on the President’'s request re-
garding the Formosan crisis. 'We hope you
and others of like minds will continue to
urge an amendment limiting authorization
to the defense of Formosa and the Pesca-
dores against actual attack.

Mr. and Mrs. R. B. FULTON.

BavrTiMore, Mbp., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Building:
You are to be commended on your stand
on Formosa.
MABEL CHAPMAN,

BERKELEY, CaLIF., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MOoRsE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Urge you use all efforts possible to defeat
the Eisenhower resolution on Formosa.
WiLLiam Lowe.

QUEENS VILLAGE, N. Y., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.;
Congratulations on your courageous states-
manlike stand on Formosa.
Mr. and Mrs. MORRIS SCHEFFLER.

BaLTiMoRe, Mb., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your courageous peace
stand. You and colleagues opposing war-now
group arguing patriotic service. You speak
for majority of Americans.
MiLToN BATES.
CHIcAGO, ILL., January 27, 1955.
Senator WaynNeE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Thank you for raising a sane voice during
the stampede. Good luck.
MARIANNE MCGEEHAN.

January 28

ViLra PARg, ILL., January 27, 1955
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

In full accord with your view on the For-
mosa matter. Hope your usual wise judg-
ment prevents a preventive war.

LEWIS ORLOW.
GEORGETOWN, LaA., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:

Congratulations on your standing up
against ENowLaND and Radford. Please do
not let them lead us into war with China
which might result in world war and destruc-
tion of us all.

M. PHILLIPS,

BSaN FrANCISCO, CALIF., January 28, 1955,
Senator WaYNE MORSE,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:

We approve of your speech on the Formosa

question.
C. L. DorN and N. C. Dorn.
BEVERLY HILLs, CALIF., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Please, please, please Keep it up.

behind you.

Firmly

ROBERT LEWIN.

CLEVELAND, OHIO, January 28, 1955,
Senator WAyNE MORSE,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Thank God for your sane voice in Senate.
Keep on speaking against preventive war.
EDITH GAINES,

San Frawncisco, Cavir, January 27, 1955.
Senator WAaYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.}

We women listed below who work together
urge you to vote agalnst the resolution on
Formosa which calls for preventive war and
a suicidal policy of intervening in favor of
Chiang Kai-shek and using armed forces for
provocations against the mainland of China
strongly urge you vote no.

JaNET TOBIN,
JEAN MOORE,
% SusaN KINg,
PLORENCE PARTON,
EvrisE Fox,
VERA FAURE,
MavoNE GOLDEN,
La Mar LEWIS,
New York, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

I am delighted with your courageous stand
in regard to the China situation. You are
not alone, but I believe represent the think-
ing of a large majority of people who have
great hope that commonsense will prevail.

Frank E, KARELSEN,
ScHENECTADY, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Independent, Oregon,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Congratulate you on your patriotic stand
on the Formosa issue. Keep up the good
work.

Irving HOROWITE,

Napa, Cavrr., January 27, 1955.
Senator WayNeE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations for your courageous stand
against war resolution.
Louvise C. HEwITT.
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Evcin, ILL., January 28, 1955.
Senator WayNE MogsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We strongly support your criticism of Ike's
Formosa resolution as meaning preventive
war. Please fight hard to restrict its terms,

RarpH and Mary SMELTZER.

PaLo Avto, CALIF,, January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

The undersigned active Democrats warmly
support your courageous stand against ad-
ministration preventive war plans. We stand
solidly behind you in opposition to be-
ginning world war IIL

Miss A. CARNEY,
JoseprH F. LEWIS,
Eowarp A. Ross,
DONALD STOFFLE,
ELLiorT H. WiLsoN.

SaNTA MonNIicA, CALIF., January 28, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We strongly support your action in resist-
ing proposed legislation to give a free hand
to our President to enter into war on behalf
of Formosa. We urge working out peaceful
solutions of world conflicts through the U. N.

Alex Muldavin, Jane Thiermann, Arthur
Rose, Ethel Rose, Lorraine Anagos,
Herbert Gutman, Bidney Moldofsky,
Imagard Linel, Aris Anagos, Dorothy
Palmer, Lena Mayers, Ian Thiermann,

Bosrton, Mass,, January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,

Senate Office Building,

Washington, D. C.r

Commend your courageous stand against
war, Please keep it up. :

Mr. and Mrs. I. M. BUCKMAN.
New YoRK, N. Y., January 27, 1955,
Benator Wayne MORSE,

Senate Office Building,

Washington, D. C.z2

We support your courageous stand on
Formosa issue.

RobBERT and JANET LIEBOWITE.

New York, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your stand. Many
people I have talked to, teachers, parents, so=
cial workers, are behind you. Save our chil-
dren.
Nursery schoolteacher ALICE MASTERS.

Evanston, ILL, January 27, 1955.
WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Congratulations on your sane, courageous
Formosa stand. A true independent, you
have again put statesmanship over politics
and expediency.

Admiringly,
Sara and FeLIx PoLLAR.
BarTiMoRE, Mb., January 27, 1955.
Senator WaAYNE MORSE, -
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Heartily endorse your stand against the
President’s recommendation, and urge you
continue actlon against preventive war.

Rose and MARTIN BrowN.
HIGHTSTOWN, N. J., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MoORSE,
Senate, Washington, D. C.:

We support your stand against the Presl-
dent's Formosa policy resolution, We urge
you to act to defeat it.

Mr. and Mrs. A. LiNowITZ.
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BALTIMORE, Mp., January 27, 1955.
Senator MorsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

The proposal advanced by President Bisen=
hower, I am in agreement with Senator
MORSE,

MarsHALL W. JONES.,
CAMBRIDGE, Mass., January 27, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Support completely your speech on
Formosa.

EpWARD YEOMAN, Jr.
JEAN DoucrLas YEOMAN,
ANN ABBOTT YEOMAN.

BALTIMORE, Mb., January 27, 1955..
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.*

Your opposition to administration’s meas=
ure in Chinese situation is most heartening.
Hasty action could plunge us into atomic
world war, which would destroy all of us.
Time for discussion and debate is impera-
tive. Do not be deterred in your forthright
position for peace.

MARCELLA AVNET.
NEw HAVEN, CONN,, January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR MORSE: Heartily appreclate
the significant questions you raised on the
Formosan issue. Our thanks to you, Sen=
ator FLANDERS, and supporting colleagues.

Sincerely,

Mr. and Mrs. Ep HUMMEL,

Mrs. STANLEY HARBISON,

Mr. and Mrs, FRANK COOLEY,

Mr. and Mrs. J. ANDERSON,

Yale Divinity School, New Haven, Conn.
BALTIMORE, Mb., January 27, 1955.,.,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We heartily congratulate you on the stand
you are taking to keep us out of war. Also
many of our neighbors feel the same way as
we do.

Mr. and Mrs. HENRY GREENBERG,
NEw YORK, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:

This is to support your courageous, patri=-
otic stand agalnst the Formosa resolution
that would risk world war III. You must
continue your great fight., The hopes of the
American people for our country itself rests
with you and those valiant Senators who are
with you.

GLORIA GRAVES,
BroorLYN, N. Y., January 27, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:

I applaud your courageous position. Your
voice in the Senate is indeed hopeful. We
are with you.

AARON RASHKIN.
Pavro ArTo, CALIF., January 27, 1955,
Senator Wayne MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Strongly support your opposition to Presl-
dent Eisenhower’s resolution which could
lead to preventive war. Why should Con-
gress abrogate its constitutional authority
to declare war and allow one man the power
to plunge the world into atomic destruction?

Mrs. S. F. BRYANT.
ALICE RICHARDS,
Davip MEIGS.
VALEDA BRYANT.
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New Yorxk, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator Wayne MORSE,
Senate Office, Washington, D. C.:
Congratulations on your intelligent, cou-
rageous stand in interest of peace, morality,
and sanity.
JounN DoBss.
New York, N. Y., January 27, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Chambers,
Washington, D. C.?
Support your stand on Formosa issue.
Please do everything in your power to pre=
vent dangerous situation.
Dr. ALBERT PARETS.

Van Nuys, Cavir,, January 28, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MoRsSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.»

Congratulations on your courageous stand
on the Eisenhower resolution. We do not
want our boys to die to maintain Eal-shek
in Formosa, nor do we want to give the
President a blank check to involve us in
world war IIL

Mr. and Mrs. GLEN G. GIESLER.
AMBLER, PA., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Power to your courageous effort to halt the
march to war. Keep talking until the peo-
ple can be aroused. Inconceivable that For-
mosa should be a defensive necessity to us.
Let the U. N. mediate. Protect Eisenhower
from the pressures he faces by withholding
the extraordinary power he asks.

Marx DersLER, Jr.
BaLTiMoRrE, Mb., January 27, 1955.
Senator WaynNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.*

We oppose hasty acceptance of the Presl-
dent's proposal on Formosa. Our country
must avoid action that may provoke war,
Let us not send warships but work instead
for a United Natlons cease-fire.

Sam and EoNa LeGe.

SEATTLE, WasH., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Fight and stop the President’s resolution
on Formosa.
‘W. D. ANDERSON.

BALTIMORE, Mbp., January 27, 1955.
Senator WaYNE MoORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:

Support your stand in opposition to pre=
ventive war policy being urged by Eisen=
hower. Hope that your fight against the
adoption of this most dangerous policy will
be successful and we are certain that it has
the support of all the peace-minded people
throughout the land.

Joaw and GUNTHER WERTHEIMER.
PrinceTON, N. J., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building, .
Washington, D, C.:

I warmly support your efforts to prevent
our country from making major blunder in
Far East. Keep it up. We should negotiate,
not make military threats.

Mary FoLsoM.

Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.
HoNORABLE SIrR: Your awareness of the sit-

uation in China is reflected in your vote of
today.
Very sincerely,

Mrs. Joan H. PEra,
SausavLiTo, CALIF.
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MeNLo Parg, Cavrr.,, January 27, 1955.
Hon. WayNE MoRsE,
United State Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAR SeENATOR Morse: Permit me to com-
mend your stand on the Formosa issue. It
is obvious Congress will grant the desired
powers, for your view is not the popular one.
Let us hope that this action not prove to be
a tragic error.

In the furtherance of what we deem to
be our national interests, it seems we pro-
pose to take a unilateral action outside the
U. N. which, in effect, can result in an open
invitation to both sides to solve matters
through force rather than by peaceful nego-
tiation. Whatever the merits of our case,
whether we are right or wrong, such a policy
leaves small choice to the People's Republic
of China and her friends. It is difficult to
see but one reaction from her, the Soviets,
and the Asian nations. Nor will the Arab
bloc, the neutrals, and even some of our own
friends regard it anything but an aggressive
move.

Following World War I, in which I was
wounded, I spent over 10 years in constant
travel over most of the world and gained
some understanding of its varied peoples
and cultures. For many centuries, more
than half of them have been conditioned
by economic, social, political, and religious
environments vastly different from those of
the West. They will not change quickly or
without great difficulty. That our way of
life may be more conducive to human prog-
ress is beside the point, for these peoples
must, in the very nature of things, in the last
analysis, change by themselves, for them-
selves, and in their own way. If we cannot
find a way to live with them more or less
peacefully while these changes are taking
place, there is nothing left but force—and
all that implies for them and, let us not
forget, for us as well.

In my opinion, Senator, you have taken
the long view, the historical perspective, on
these matters but, unfortunately, our people
are an impatient one, and our affairs are
in the hands of the military to a greater
extent than is wise. And on top of it all is
the sad fact that man is not yet a fully ra-
tional animal and war is his most irrational
act. Best luck to your efforts.

Respectfully yours.

JAMES ARMSTRONG.

JANUARY 26, 1955.
DEAR Sr: We would like you to know that
we are in complete agreement with your
expressed views on the administration’s save-
Formosa resolution.
This Nation is badly and sadly in need
of more statesmen of your caliber.
Very sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. FRANK NARDI, Jr.
CLINTON, IND.

JANUArY 27, 1955.
Dear SEwator: Wonderful, brilliant, cou-
rageous speech. I'm glad we have some Sen-
ators who can still think clearly.
Sincerely,
Dr. I. A. JAFFE,
WasHIiNGTON, D. C.

BrOOKLYN, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.

Dear Sik: We witnessed your telecast this
morning and we wish to express our ap-
proval of your stand. Although you do not
represent the State of New York, we feel
that we are all involved in a higher loyalty
that transcends narrow State interests.

Therefore, we take this opportunity to
write to voice our agreement with you and
also our gratitude.

The greatest assets our country has in
these troubled times are public-spirited men
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of courage like yourself who place the wel-
fare of country above partisan politics.
Respectfully,
Harorp L. ScHICK and FaMILY,

New Beororp, Mass., January 27, 13955,

Dear SENATOR MoRrsE: I belleve most Amer-
icans are with you. How can we win those
people on the mainland of China by bombing
them? Let them see we want peace with
them. I think we are making more and
more enemies.

Good luck to you.

Nawncy E. BAroN.

BEATTLE, WasH., January 28, 1955.
Senator WayNE Mogrse,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Eeep up the fight.
L. C. WALKER,
LAWRENCE, Mass., January 26, 1955.
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My DeAr SENATOR MoRse: May I commend
you on your foresight for voting against the
resolution giving President Elsenhower the
power to defend Formosa.

If the United Nations is to continue to
function, as all freemen pray that it will,
certainly the United States should have
enough faith in it to bring this before this
world organization rather than make a mis-
take even more tragic than Eorea and try to
“save the world” singlehanded.

May God bless your efforts in the interests
of our country, and give you the continuing
courage and strength to aid your fellow Sen-
ators in choosing the unity of the U. N.
rather than international disaster.

Very truly yours,
JEAN P. CONSTANTINEAN
(Mrs. Norman),

LAWRENCE, Mass., January 26, 1955.
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SenaTor Morse: I wish to com-
mend you on your vote against giving the
President full war powers regarding the sit-
uation in Formosa. I think this Nation and
the world should remember Eorea before
hasty action is again taken. I feel that we
should show our faith in the United Nations
by at least trying to reach agreement
through it instead of being ready to go to
war, or risk going to war, in trying to solve
things by hasty actions.

I think also that we, a supposed Christian
nation, should show our faith in God in
dealing with world problems. We could help
accomplish this by stepping up our relief
program. I feel that more ald properly ad-
ministered would do more to effectively com-
bat communism than would a stockpile of
H-bombs and arms. History has proved that
stockpiling leads to an arms race which in-
evitably leads to war. There is much evil to
overcome in this world, but we should not
forget the teachings of Christ in trying to
overcome it.

Sincerely,
NorMAN CONSTANTINEAN,

SPRING VALLEY Damy Farm,
Fincastle, Va., January 27, 1955.
Hon. WayNeE Morse,
United States Senator,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeNaTorR Morse: I listened to your
talk this morning over TV channel 10, Roa-
noke, Va., discussing the resolution before
Congress concerning China mainland, and I
agree with you wholeheartedly and I wish
that all Americans could have heard you.
Oregon should certainly keep you as their
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Senator as long as you wish to remain
as such.
Very respectfully,
F. W. BruGH.
Janvary 27, 1955.

DEeAr SENATOR MorSE: You are 100-percent
right. Stick to it on this China-Formosa
affair. Formosa ought to be a U. N. trustee-
ship. We must not have a preventive war.
Chiang is a dictator—Formosa is not “free”
China, nor is Red China, but war is not the
answer.,

W. WyeGaL,
BosTON, Mass., January 27, 1955.
Senator WaynNeE MoRSE,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAR SENATOR: Congratulations on your
speech of yesterday. I think you took ex-
actly the right line.

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE R. WALKER.
MonTcLAIR, N, J., January 28, 1955.

DEeAR SENATOR: Mary thanks on your stand
on the Formosa resolution. As a citizen, I
think war for such a cause is barbaric.

Wishing you the best.

JeSsE MoORSE.

LEwWISBURG, Pa., January 27, 1955.

My DeAR SENATOR MoRsg: Can we demand
conduct of Pelping which the United States
of America would not observe? Quemoy is
China. A war started over Quemoy would
find us fighting alone and deservedly. We
must expect greater wisdom from the Sen-
ators.

Sincerely yours,
DESSA HARRIMAN
(Mrs. P. L.).
SCITUATE, Mass., January 26, 1955.
Senator Wayne MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: Congratulations on your vote
against giving the President power to wage
war to save Formosa. Your courage is to be
admired.

President Eisenhower should remember
that he was elected because of his promise
to end the mess in Korea, and should not
involve our Nation in backing up Chiang
Eal-shek.

Very truly yours,
¥ W. CARLSON.
CLARE M, CARLSON.
New Yorx, N. Y., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Wholeheartedly agree your reservations
concerning Formosa resclution. Hope you
will join with FLanpDERS and LANGER in voting
against it and urge others to do same.

Mary H. HICcHS.
NEw MARKET, VA., January 28, 1955.
Senator Way~NeE MORSE,
United States Senate:

Congratulations. Keep on fighting war
moves. People with you.

RarrH and Loulse GALT.

New Yorr, N. Y., January 28, 1955.
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Heartily endorse your position on For-
mosa.
W. ROSENBAUM.
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Gongratu:auons on
your stand on Formosa.
Involvement might lead to war.
Very respectfully yours,
ETTA GOLDDAUM.
New Yorx CITY, N. X.
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New York, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR MOmsE: My family and I
heard you this morning on the Today TV
program on the interpretation of the impli-
cations of the Formosa resolution.

We want you to know that we wholeheart-
edly agree with your position and applaud
you for your courageous outspokeness. We
want more of your insightful patriotism that
is good for our country and its real securlity.

Keep up the good work of letting the
people know.

Very truly yours,
SamvueL FISHZOHN,

WasHINGTON, D. C., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.

Dear SENaTOR MoOrsg: I have very much
admired your position on the Formosa situ-
ation and your forthright statement of it
in the current Senate debate. I believe it
would be a great mistake for the United
States to risk being triggered into a main-
land war with China by an Asian leader who
commands little respect anywhere in the
world outside the United States. Certainly
if the picture can be painted in perspective
Americans will realize that we have no moral
right, nor moral and political support from
the rest of the world, in establishing no
man's land at a distance of 4 miles from
the Chinese coast. That we must not tol-
erate aggression is clear; that aggression
consists of eliminating actively hostile mili-
tary bases 4 miles off one’s coast is very far
from clear. Where is our sense of propor=
tion? J

Sincerely, . .
.../ | RoeErr A. DUDLEY.

—

Twin Llons MOTOR SERVICE,
Pasadena, Calif., January 27, 1955.
Hon. WAaYneE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SENATOR MORSE: Congratulations
on your fight against the war resolution.
The silent people are behind you.

Very truly yours,
KiNg TELLESON,

8r. PauL, MinnN,, January 27, 1955,
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.

DEear SENATOR Morsg: I want to congratu-
late you on your courageous stand on the
question of Formosa.

I believe we should leave the Chinese peo-
ple alone to settle their own problems. We
can't expect a big sovereign nation like China
to submit to pushing around by us, any more
than we would submit to any big power
from halfway round the world setting up
bases just off cur coast and threatening our
security. If the shooting ever starts, who
can say where it will end?

It takes real courage to be one of the few
standing up for the right. Thanks to you,
and keep fighting.

Very truly yours,
JUsTINE C. O'CoNNOR.

MILWAUKEE, Wis., January 27, 1955.
Hon, Wayne MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR Morse: Your intelligent ap-
proach to the Eisenhower resolution on the
Formosa situation lifted the hearts of mil-
lions of people in our country.

We support you and hope and pray that
your approach to this problem will have wide
support among your fellow Senators.

Sincerely,
ApeLE V. HoLTZ.
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Los ANceLFs, CALIF., January 27, 1955,
Senator WaYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C. .

My Dear SeENaTOR Morse: I am deeply
grateful to you for opposing provocative
action in the Far East. To risk war in
today’s world seems madness.

The problem of Formosa will never be set=
tled right by violence or under duress of
either side. It should be settled in the U. N,
by the world community, including all
parties to the conflict.

With appreciation of your courageous
stand on so many issues,

Yours respectfully,
HeLEN M. BEARDSLEY.
CHIcaco, ILL., January 28, 1955.

DeAr SENATOR Morse: Thank you for what
you are doing on the Formosa situation.
Please keep on trying.

All my admiration for your courage. I
hope other Senators will join you before it
is too late.

Sincerely,
EsTHER LINDAN,

New York, N. Y., January 28, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Heartily endorse your position on Formosa.
. GERSMAN,

GaLE HoUse FarM,
Pennsburg, Pa., January 26, 1955,
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SewaTor: When you say the bill
is a blank check I believe you are completely
accurate. I am wholly with you on this
point of view. One of the conditions, unless
I am entirely wrong, granting Presidential
authority to act is that should any unusual
buildup be detected on the Chinese main-
land, that condition alone would be sufficient
reason to bomb such areas.

Under such conditions it would seem that
some one or a group may with malicious
intent advise falsely or greatly exaggerate
almost any patrol or normal military activity
that goes on along the coast.

Who is to say this is it? It looks far too
dangerous and undefined.

Very truly yours,
MicHAEL FRYE.
New York, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senator,
Washington, D, C.

My Dear SENaTOR: I have always admired
the firm and liberal stand which you have
taken on most important issues.

It was only this week that I have heard
you speak on television, once on the Edward
R. Murrow program, and this morning, on
the Dave Garraway show.

I agree wholeheartedly with your realistic
attitude on the resolution now before the
Senate on the Chinese issue. The wonder is
that more of our legislators do mot hold
views coinciding with yours. Eeep up your
good fight and others will be influenced by
your good example,

Yours sincerely,
Mrs. Rose M. SoyBEL,
PrrrsTown, N. J., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: I just wish to inform you I sup-
port your stand regarding the Formosan is-
sue and am so informing the Senators from
New Jersey.

Yours truly,
AvcusTa W. DowLING
Mrs. Arnold G. Dowling.
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CorowA, N. Y., January 26, 1955.
Senator Wa¥ne Mogrsk,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SENATOR: We are in full agree-
ment with your position in regard to the
President's resolution on Formosa and have
written Senators Lemman and Ives urging
them to join you in your courageous fight to
avert the dangers of war with China.

We have also asked them to support the
Kefauver amendment in regard to Formosa
believing that this is a matter for the United
Natlons to handle.

Bincerely yours,
EL1zaBeTH and IRVING MERKELSON.

Los ANGELES, CALIF., January 26, 1955.
SENATOR WAYNE MoRrsSE: I was very glad to
hear tonight the newscaster reporting your
stand on the power demand of the President.
I agree with you that only Congress should
decide peace or war and hope you keep up the
fight in defense of peace. I urge you to stay
in this fight for the interest of all the people
the whole world over.
Sincerely yours,
GARY ALEXANDER.

BROOKLYN, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SeENATOR MoRrse: I feel impelled to
write and thank you for your courageous
stand in the Senate yesterday. Not only did
you vote against a measure which seems
likely to force this country into a war which
the majority of us do not want, but you de-
fended your position forcefully and openly
in the Senate.

- L] - - L ]

It is doubtless futile to hope that your
words will sway the outcome of the Senate
vote. Please be assured, however, that a
great many Americans like myself join you
in your belief that the fall of Formosa would
not be so grave a disaster as the outbreak of
a general war and that there is no justifica~
tion for a policy which contradicts our tra-
ditional morality.

Very sincerely yours,
RurH DosSICK.

LaNsING, MICH., January 27, 1955.
Benator WaYNE MoRSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.

Dear SENATOR: This morning I saw and
heard you on the Today television program
from the Capitol. I was greatly encouraged
to learn that there was at least one man in
the Senate with sufficient intelligence and
courage to speak out clearly and unequivo-
cally on this terribly important issue. I
strongly support your position, as described
by you this morning, and hope you will keep
up what may seem to be a hopeless fight
against the current tide of mass unreason.
I am sure that I speak for millions who
would share my view if they could but realize
the threat and the danger. You are carry-
ing on in the highest American political
tradition. More power to you.

‘WoRrIED CITIZEN.
JANUARY 28, 1955.

Dear SenaTOR Morse: I applaud your
stand about the Presidential war powers.
Formosa is not worth war. Let's not send
men and arms there.

C. KorpP,

Los ANGELES, CALIF.

NorwicH, CoNnN., January 27, 1955.

DEeAR SENATOR MoORSE: Good for you. Have
Just heard you on TV this morning. I am
Jjust an obscure person living in this small
New England city, but I belleve I express the
sentiment of thousands of folks situated
similarly. I am thankful that there is some-
one around Washington like you., The world
cannot afford another war.
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-Congratulations for your courage to speak
your mind.
Sincerely,
Mrs. Lou M. ARMSTRONG.
JoserH Bropy & Bros., INc.,
Chicago, Ill., January 27, 1955.
Senator Wa¥NeE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR MoORSE: I am writing this
letter to congratulate you on your refusing
to rubber stamp approve the President’'s
Formosa resolution. This is a very serious
matter, and many of us throughout the
country are not convinced that what is
being done is entirely right, and such a mat-
ter as this should be given the careful study
and consideration that you are giving it.

Regardless of the cutcome of this matter,
I am sure that you will be pleased to know
that there are many who will long remember
favorably your sincere actions in this respect.

Sincerely yours,
STANTON BRODY,
Morris Prains, N. J.,
January 27, 1955.

"Dear Sir: It's an effort for most people to
write letters and I undoubtedly fall into
that category.

I've unwittingly neglected to write you
about past controversies; however, this latest
issue before Congress; namely, the Formosa
question, is of such import and could result
in catastrophic consequences to us all, that
my sense of responsibility has been suffi-
ciently aroused to write this letter. At least
it may afford some moral support.

When the people’s welfare hangs in the
balance you always vigorously defend their
rights. My assoclates and I wish to pass on
a few words of praise. All too often we do
not give credit where it is deserved.

We think your type of sound leadership
and astute judgment is rare but highly de-
sirable in Congress of late. You have the
gsense to analyze this complex problem and
gee it in its true perspective. We wish you
good luck in the future and want you to
know that there are more supporting you,
than most people realize. Eeep up the good
fight.

Auspiciously yours,
T. TENHENGEL.

—_—

FmrsT UNIVERSALIST CHURCH,
Rochester, Minn., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My DEArR SENATOR: I wish to commend you
for both your courage and honesty in facing
the serious issues involved in the resolution
submitted by the Eisenhower administration
to both Houses of Congress. I especially
appreciated your willingness to be in a mi-
nority both within the committee and on
the floor of the Senate and respect the con-
sistency and sound analysis upon which your
position is based. It is my hope that you
will continue to oppose this resolution and
use your best efforts to persuade the Senate
to utilize increasingly the instrumentalities
of the United Nations in the solution of
international problems.

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE M. LAPOINT.

New Yorg, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Hon. WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAr SEnaTorR MoRrsE: Like most Americans,
it is very unusual for me to take the time
to write to “one of you politicians.” Yet
your statement in the Senate yesterday
against preventive war impels me to write
to congratulate you for your honesty, cour-
age, and true representation of the desires
and interests of all Americans.
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I am a careful newspaper reader and have
taken the trouble to go through the Presi-
dent’s message, the text of the joint reso-
Jution, and the newspaper reports of con-
gressional statements on the Formosa issue,
as well as the reports of the reaction to this
United States move overseas.

What is this crisis all about? Yesterday's
New York Times report on the House pas-
sage of the Formosa resolution concludes
with the observation that one of the oddest
aspects of the crisis is that congressional
galleries were less than half filled. The truth
is that one feels no spirit of crisis, of emer-
gency, of sudden need to go marching off to
war, In this city, and I am of firm belief
that no such spirit exists in other cities, or
in villages and towns or countryside. There
are no mass meetings, no demonstrations,
no calls for action to save Formosa, Every-
one seems to be going about his or her busi-
ness sanely and calmly, with the only feeling
of anxlety being that those politicians in
Washington will get us into war again.

‘What is the reason for our becoming so
involved in Formosa? The only justification
offered in the joint resolution is that any
nation in or bordering on the Pacific has a
stake in the kind of government that exists
in Formosa. This seems to me to boll down
to our justifying our action by the geographic
argument that we are on one side the Pacific
and the Chinese Communists are on the
other; to put it another way, “What is China
doing on the other side of the Pacific, any-
way?"”

This seems to me to be a fight between
2 Chinese groups, 1 led by Chiang, 1 led by
Mao. Let's not lose another 100,000 Ameri-
can boys in a police action which might
this time turn into world war III.

For myself, a veteran of World War II; for
my wife; and for my son.

Respectfully,
GeorGE F. NELsON.
PHILADELPHIA, PA., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DEsr SENATOR MorsE: Thank God there
are people like you, and a few others, in our
Senate, who oppose President Eisenhower’s
policy on Formosa, with its threat of mili-
tary action (including the mainland of
China), to safeguard Formosa and Chiang
Kal-shek's government.

Plain common sense and an open mind,
undistorted by the sense of overbearing self-
righteousness, would seem to indicate that
the Chinese Government (even though it is
a Communist one) and the hundreds of mil-
lions of Chinese people have a right to their
little islands. How can they take this new
United States move otherwise than as an
aggression by a foreign power? Would not
we, Americans, think so if some foreign
country told us to keep out of Long Island?

What sort of distortion of mentality can
make our Government think that this move
is in the interest of peace? I think it is a
definite provocation and a warlike move,
and no virtuous words can hide the fact.

The distress I felt on reading the news
yesterday is weighing a Iittle less heavily
on my mind (and there are many others
who feel likewise) now that I know that you
have enough vision and courage to oppose
President Eisenhower’s new policy. May the
opposition of you few in the Senate yet avert
a terrible error in our foreign policy.

With deep appreciation,

Yours respectfully,
GavLia Boppe.
TRINIDAD, CALIF,, January 22, 1955.
Hon. WaAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SEnaTorR Morse: We are pleased to
learn that you have been assigned to mem-
bership in important committees of your
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choice. Your considerable abilities certainly
entitle you to corresponding responsibilities
in our Government.

We note that President Eisenhower is re-
cuesting approval by the Congress of his
projected removal of Natlonalist Chinese
armed forces from the Tachen Islands and
from other islands considered to be too close
to the Chinese mainland to be justifiable as
necessary for the defense of Formosa and the
Pescadores,

We are very much concerned about the
risk of a general war that this operation
would entail, and feel that such evacuations
should be carried out strictly under the
auspices of the United Nations. Our coun-
try under the Republican administration has
been far too openly partisan on the Nation-
alist side for the Chinese Communists to
permit our forces to intervene actively in
their behalf, without attacking us.

This Republican administration must ac-
cept a very large share of responsibility for
the present dilemma, since their vaunted
“unleashing of Chiang Kai-shek™ has had
much to do with bringing it upon us.
Neither do the Chinese Nationalists seem to
act as responsible members of the United
Nations when they warn that they would not
accept a U. N. agreement for a cease-fire;
this, despite the fact that they occupy and
have long occupied an important seat in the
United Nations, purportedly representing all
of China.

We are confident that you will join other
conscientious Senators on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee in examining thoroughly
the booby-traps in Secretary Dulles’ treaty
with the Chinese Nationalists that could
bring us into war at the whim of Chiang
Kai-shek,

Yours very sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs, FRED COLEMAN.

’ JaNuary 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sik: I am completely in accord with
your policies about the defense of
it is the only solution and the only att.itude
the ordinary American parent can possibly
agree with. I hope you will fight for us
and succeed in bringing your views into
being. In such a critical situation our only
salvation is in men of wisdom and foresight
holding their ground in spite of all odds.
My gratitude is boundless to you.

Sincerely,
Mrs. L. J. KELLER,

BIRMINGHAM, MICH.

FreEPORT, Pa., January 27, 1955.

Dear Sir: After seeing and hearing you
on the Today program this morning, I felt I
should write and tell you I agree 100 percent
on all the things you talked about. I hope
that you will be able to do something so that
these things will work out.

I feel they must be worked out in this way
if we are to stay out of war and we must.

I pray our leaders will find a peaceful way
to settle this troubled spot in the Far East.

We must have faith that we wil come out
on top if we continue to carry on as we have
in the past,

We must believe we can find a peaceful way
even if it does look hopeless, for then we will
still have God as our guide.

I pray we can continue to have peace the
world out.

Yours truly, .

Mrs. ANNA BARRAGE.

ToLeEpo, OHIO, January 26, 1955.
Senator Wayne MogsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Smk: I applaud your courageous op-
position to the President’s request for
extraordinary powers to defend Formosa,

Including related territories and positions,
meaning Quemoy, and so forth, it is assumed
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1s unjustifiable and a provocation that could
lead to war.
Sincerely yours,
B. GreENE.

January 26, 1955.
Hon. WAYNE MoORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR MorsE: You are to be con-
gratulated on your courageous stand against
those who would involve us in another war.
If they succeed, one thing is certain: our
democratic, free-enterprise system will be
changed beyond recognition,

A saner age will honor you along with
“Old Bob” La Follette and others of the
handful who dared face the hysteria of their
times.

Sincerely,
RODNEY R. ADLER.

MouNT VERNON, N. Y.

——

CATONSVILLE, Mbp., January 27, 1955.
Dear Sir: I am writing you to express my
appreciation and thanks over the way you
are fighting the request the President has
put up to the Senate regarding the Chinese
question. It isa pleasure to know that there
are still some men about with courage and
convictions. I am quite sure that there are
millions of Americans who feel the same as
you. Keep up the good work. I regret that
I cannot cast a vote for you im future
elections,
Sincerely,
AnprEw J. BICKEL,

—_—

PrroT POINT, MAINE, January 26, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenaTor Morse: It is indeed hearten-
ing to find a man of character like yourself
ir the Senate who feels, and rightly, that it
is his duty as a Senator to thoroughly ques-
tion such unequivocal actions as President
Eisenhower would wish to carry out in regard
to Formosa and the islands.

Please continue working against this need-
less involvement into war with China,

“By three things will a nation endure:
Truth, justice, and peace.”

Sincerely yours,
Mrs. MARTIN R. HAASE,

—_—

HoucHTON, CLUCK, COUGHLIN & HENRY,
Seattle, Wash., January 26, 1955.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

My DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I was very much
concerned on reading what little there was
in our Seattle Times Monday night about the
President’s message on Formosa.

I suppose that under the circumstances
which now exist, it is proper to draw a clear
line which the Chinese Communists are to
cross at peril of war. Even that is quite
debatable.

But to do what I understand the President
proposes, to go out with our ships and planes
and bring back to home plate some of
Chiang's soldiers who have been caught off
base, and who need our help in a military
retreat—that seems to me not only abstractly
improper tut also very dangerous, in that
it will justify Communist resistance or re-
taliation directly against United States
forces, which would be an actual state of
war. Surely we should not so invite conflict.
Nor, I think, can we defend such a course of
action before either American or world opin-
ion.

Sincerely yours,
PAUL COUGHLIN.
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BROOELYN, N. Y., January 26, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear S: May God bless you and give you
strength and courage to fight the noble
cause of universal peace.

Keep it up and God bless you.

W. R. WILLIAMS,
Los ANGELES, CALIF., January 27, 1955.
Senator Way~NE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR MORSE: Congratulations on
your keen insight into the Formosa reso-
lution and the moral courage you are show-
ing. It is my studied opinion that you are
right in insisting on clarifying debate and
even defeat of the measure if the facts indi-
cate enlarging the conflict.

Keep up the good work.

Sincerely,
FrRANK TUNGLEN,
New Yorx, N. Y., January 27, 1955.

Dear SEnaTOR MoRse: Congratulations and
many thanks for your magnificent attack
on’ the plan to defend Formosa.

At a time like this tremendous courage 1s
needed to voice such an unpopular opinion,
even though it's right, but those who think
carefully about the situation are forever
grateful for your bravery.

Best regards.

STUART SANKEY,
MaryrLanp Line, Mb,
Senator WaYNE MoRSE,
United States Senate, Washington,
D.C

Dear SENATOR: Too often, we citizens let
go unrecognized many of the things for
which we are grateful. Let me say, on behalf
of many citizens across the Nation that we
are grateful for an independent voice in the
United States Senate. We do not always
agree with you; but we appreciate hearing a
viewpoint that is not colored by party policy
or political necessity.

Specifically today, we are grateful for your
very fine expression of your opposition to
giving the President the power to wage war
in the Orient. It was our privilege this
morning to hear you give voice to the dan-
gers of a preventive war on the mainland of
China.

Our hopes, our interest, and our prayers
follow you as you continue your statesman=-
ship in the United States Senate.

We are grateful for your unselfish states-
manship.

Sincerely yours,
Rev. Rosert E. MITZEL,

Jersey Crry, N. J., January 26, 1955.
Senator WaYNE MoORSE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR Mogrsk: I do very much want
to express my gratitude to you for your cour=
ageous, honest appraisal of Presiden Eisen-
hower’s request to Congress on the matter
of Formosa and Red China,

If our country is to remain in a state of
peace, the American people will have legisla-
tors and men of good will like yourself to
thank for it.

I have absolutely no liking for Communist
totalitarian governments and it is particu-
larly for this reason that I dread the tend-
ency for us to take on the characteristics of
our traditional political opposites.

Sincerely,
Jacos H. JarFE.
WasHINGTON, D. C., January 26, 1955.
Hon. WaynNe L. MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SeNaToR: I am writing to say

that your efforts to preserve peace have not
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gone unappreciated by the people of the
United States. We stand at a perilous point,
and look to those who have the wisdom
and courage to act against the politically
opportune and who can discern that we
must not accept the Communist doctrine
that the ends justify the means—the highest
philosophy teaches that the means are the
ends.

We commend you, pray for you, and urge
that you keep up the fight to protect us
from any act not morally justified, even
though it may seem politically expedient,
We do not want communism, but we feel
that faith, prayer, and courage are more
potent than the sword, and particularly
when we have to go to the other side of
the world to use it. If we would be justi-
fied in using it in case China sent military
forces to South America, it seems the answer
is obvious as to whether we should do so
if China tries to protect her own shores and
claim her own islands.

I wish to thank you personally for your
continuous fine record in the Senate and all
the work you have done in protecting the
interests of the people and of our country,
Your intelligent approach to our many com=-
plex problems and your courage and in-
tegrity in the presence of much self-seeking
are indeed an inspiration.

Sincerely yours,
Miriam HOLMES,
New Yorg, N. Y., January 27, 1955.

Dear SENATOR MoORsE: I am encouraged by
your opposition to the Formosa resolution
and can see that by hammering away at
the plain and inevitable result of favorable
action upon it you can bring home to the
Senate the absolute necessity of rejecting it.

- L] - L] -

Never a truer word was spoken than that
war is no longer a practical alternative,
When are our leaders golng to be realistic
and face this fact and embark on a pro-
gram based on the absolute necessity of
never under any circumstances going to war
again?

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES B. FINCH,

Jacrson HelcuTs, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.

HoNorABLE Sim: As a private citizen, I wish
to express my gratification over your address
denouncing the resolution of President
Elsenhower, in its present form, on the
grounds that it implies the losing of an
aggressive war.

I have confidence that you will use your
good office to appreciably amend this reso-
lution.

Yours truly,
BEVERLY SILVERMAN.

MoUNT HoLLY SPRINGS, PA.,
January 27, 1955.
Senator Wayne Mogse,
Washington, D. C.

Sm: I listened to your telecast on ‘Today's
show.

I appreciate your informing the public of
the possible hazards involved if the Presi-
dent’s proposal in its present form is passed.

I admire your independent thinking and
stand in this issue and hope that you con=-
tinue to express your straight forward views
to the American people.

Respectfully,
EpGAr J. STEINDERGER.

New Yorr CrITY, January 26, 1955.
DeAr SENATOR Morse: Every time I hear
you speak over radio or read something you
have said in Washington, I thank God for
you. Long may you live, and long may you
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gerve in the Senate to protect American
liberty and our interests, and the wellare
of the whole world.

Sincerely yours,

MarY 5. POWELSON.

BLOOMINGTON, IND., January 26, 1955.

Hon, WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Wayne: I was proud to hear over
the radio this noon that you have cast a
negative vote in committee on the Formosa
defense resolution. There seems to me to be
need for much closer scrutiny of this pro=-
posal than has yet been given to it.

One thought that may need stressing is
that any bombing of China by this country,
especially with nuclear weapons, is likely to
bring upon us the undying hatred of all of
the people of Asia. We cannot afford to cast
aside their possible friendship in such a
manner. I think, therefore, that no author-
ization should be given for the use of foree,
except defensively against an actual attack
on Formosa or the Pescadores. This is a
matter in which moral and political factors
ought strongly to outweigh immediate mili-
tary considerations in determining tactiecs.

I am writing this same thought to Sena-
tors HENNINGS and KEFAUVER,

Best personal regards.

Sincerely,
RarrH FucHs.

New Yorx., N, Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE L. MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:
Approve your stand against United States
aggressive war with China urge peaceful
settlement of Formosa dispute through
United Nations.
8yYLvia BucHHOLV.

DEertroIT, MIicH., January 28, 1955,
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

I deeply appreciate your courageous un-
yielding stand against the drive to war and
urge you to continue your good work to save
this Nation and the world from being driven
into ultimate disaster.

Heroa Herz,
BozeMAN, Monr.,, January 28, 1955.
Hon. Wayne MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

We urge you to continue your opposition to
any resolution that would empower the
President to take this Nation into war over
Formosa.

- We think that if the Formosa problem
were turned over to the United Nations there
would be a greater chance for a peaceful
settlement.
Mr. and Mrs. E. W. ANACKER.

WoobsiDE, CaLiF., January 28, 1955.

Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:

Commend you most highly for your cou-
rageous effort to preserve for Congress sole
power to declare war. Formosa is a menace
to peace of the world and should be handled
through United Nations not unilaterally by
the United States. War against China would
solve nothing and might destroy us all.

Dr, and Mrs. HENRY MAYER.
Evanston, ILn., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.»

Congratulations on your courageous po=-
sition regarding Formosan resolution. TUrge
you insist on referral of problem to Unifed
Nations for permanent solution.

FLORENCE ZINER.
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Los AWGELES, CaLIF., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.»r

Thirty-five Los Angeles Democrats sup=
port you wholeheartedly in your fight
against Eisenhower’s call for war declaration
rights. We must ask you to keep up the
great fight. God bless you.

ARTHUR SKARET.
RESEDA, CALIF., January 28, 1955.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.r

Please continue to urge the Senate to up-
hold the Constitution by retaining their
right to declare war, this right not to be
abrogated to the President.

JEROME RASKIN,
San Jose, Cavrr., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.r

Heartily support your stand against Presi-

dent’s request re Formosa.
Mrs. HELEN ROMERO.
PASADENA, Mb., January 28, 1955.
Senator Wayne L. MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.r

Opposing Formosa resolution echoes Pres-
ident Washington. Paragraph 22, Farewell
Address, gives detailed reasoning how our
Republic can lose peace, perhaps liberty, by
taking sides between nations while the gen-
erals take military view of defending Amer-
ica. We depend on our Senators to defend
Americanism.

THOMAS L. CHRISTIAN,
Editor, Maryland Farmer,
PaLo ALTo, CALIF., January 28, 1955,
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.»

In my judgment Formosa question should
be referred to United Nations and not for
unilateral action on part of our Government.
War or peace is not merely an issue of for-
eign policy of anyone's survival on this
planet. Please debate fully.

Thank you.

J. EEARNS PLAUCHE.

NeEw Yorxk, N. Y., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:
We heartily approve the position you have
taken in the Formosa question.
Mr. and Mrs. ALLAN M. FERRES.

BosToN, Mass., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,

Senate Office Building,

Washington, D. C.:

Whole Nation indebted to you for mag-
nificent courageous stand against plunge
toward war with China. We rely on you to
fight to prevent rallroading resolution
through against wishes of American people
who want peace.

Irma Otto, Sue Ainslie Clark, Louise
Frye, Florence Luscomb, James Bill-
ings, Frances Siegel, Elizabeth Ray-
mond, Jean Marcotte, Ruth Hillsgrove,
and Marion Alexonian.

BosToN, Mass,, January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.r
Commend you on courageous, principled
stand against preventive war. Urge you con-
tinue to defend best interests of our eountry
now as in past.
Mr. and Mrs. CHARLES WOJCHOWSKL,
DORCHESTER, MASS.

January 28

Ban AnTONIO, TEX., January 27, 1955.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.?

DeAr SENATOR MoRrsg: Please vote against
the amendment. It is too vague and danger-
ous. In my opinion, the proper body to
handle the Formosa problem is the United
Nations.

Sincerely yours,
O. H. VogGEeL.

PrurA, Pa., January 27, 1955.
Senator Way~NeE MORSE,
Washington, D, C.:

DEear Smr: Millions of people in this coun-
iry are counting upon you to see that wisdom
and intelligence are used to keep this great
and wonderful country out of an atomic war.
You have a great responsibility.

Appreciatively,
Mrs. D. ScHATZ.

BrookLYN, N. Y., January 28, 1955.

Dear SBmr: You are speaking for many
Americans when you oppose this lavish grant
of power to President Eisenhower. We do
not want any part of a preventive war at this
time,

Very truly yours,
D. BuaHN.
RicHMOND, IND,, January 27, 1955.
Senator WayneE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

DeAr SENATOR MoRrseE: We look to the Sen-
ate for badly needed statesmanship. We re-
jolee that you think it a case for the U. N.
Our allies will not go along with us on a
commitment as to “other islands and con-
centrations on the mainland,” which makes
it look like a preventive war of the Know-
land type. Do push for consideration by
U. N.

Sincerely,
Mrs. C, L. CHARLES.
New Yorxg, N. Y., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Washington, D. C.:

Keep up the good work; we do not want
world war three started by our frigger-happy
admirals in the Pacific.

Leow J. ARNOLD,
Bawn Frawcisco, CaLtr., January 27, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Congratulations on the courage and wis-
dom you have shown on the China resolution,

With kindest personal regards,

JosErH LYNCH.

Peoria, ILn., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.?
Congratulations on your stand regards
Formosa resolution. You can always be de-
pended on to take the right attitude in time
of confusion and timidity such as this.
Dr. HARRY COSTEFF.
SEATTLE, WasSH., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:
Continue to point out the dangers of giving
the President sole authority to use our mili-
tary forces as he sees fit. United Nations
should be used to negotiate a cease-fire.
Mr. and Mrs. CHESTER KINGSBEURY.

CLEVELAND, OHIO, January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.2
Urge you resist with every power at your
command any action that might involve us



1955

in hostilities In Chinese waters. We cannot
arbitrarily alter historical facts by attempt-
ing to demonstrate, through force of arms,
that China rightfully belongs to Formosa.
Chiang is not worth one drop of American
blood.

Mr. and Mrs., NoRMAN BERMAN,

Los ANGELES, CALIF., January 26, 1955.
Senator WayNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C. °

Dear Sir: Congratulations on your forth-
right and courageous opposition to the For-
mosa proposal.

I would like to urge you to continue to
fight against it, and to encourage other Sen-
ators to do the same.

Sincerely,
ROBERT FRIEDMAN,
New Yorxk, N. Y., January 27, 1955.

DeAr SENaTOR MoRsSE: Just heard over the
air what you tell the American people re-
garding the secret testimony. I accept your
word of honor, and so do countless more,

If necessary, you should, and I hope you
will, deliver another 23-plus-hour speech,
This offshore preventive war is far more vital
than even the offshore oil to millions of us.

Sincerely yours,
JOSEPH RATNER.

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA,
Charlottesville, Va., January 27, 1955.
Hon. WaYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR Monmse: From what I have
read in the papers this morning of your re-
action to President Eisenhower’s request for
authority to attack China’s mainland, *if
necessary” to “assure the security of Formosa
and the Pescadores,” I wish to congratulate
you on your courageous stand. It is not easy
in our present hysteria for anyone in con-
spicuous public office, or in teaching, for
that matter, to question the wisdom of the
new belligerency of the United States, Our
people seem to have been stampeded some-
how into a belief that we must fight the
Communist Chinese over islands historically
and ethnically Chinese, on China’s very door-
step, and in an Asian theater that is pre-
dominantly hostile to United States interfer=
ence and without any prospect of substan-
tial support from any other country in the
world, despite the certainty of support to
China from Russia at least.

Have we all gone nuts or are only a few
of us crazy enough to wonder where we will
come out, not in 1956 but, say, in 1965 or
1975, if we go into almost certain war with
Communist China? To believe that For-
mosa ls “only a ripple” is inconceivable. I
spent some weeks working with Chiang Kai-
shek's Government in Formosa (1952-53),
and I know that they survive only because
of their dream to reconguer the mainland,
and that they know this is inconceivable
unless the United States is fully involved
on their side. Surely we can and must take
Chou En-lal at his word that the People's
Republic of China must and will incorporate
Formosa and all the Chinese offshore islands
into their domain. Yet, in view of these
crystal-clear portents and admitted “warn-
ing signals,” we blithely throw down an ulti-
matum, and yet say we can do this gar-
gantuan task with no military buildup. In
this fantastic muddle, the administration
seems to have lost all sight of where we
want, or ought to want, to be in our rela-
tions with Communist China and all the
Asian states that have recognized Mao and
written Chiang off as a “dead duck.”

May you have the stamina to continue to
raise the basic question, Is it “the serious
and unified intention of our Government,
our Congress, and our people” to “assure the
security of Formosa and the Pescadores” by
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“whatever operations may be required to
carry out that purpose.” If this war is what
the majority want, then in the name of all
that is sensible let us prepare for it imme-
diately and adequately.

Sincerely yours,

JoHN GRANGE,
Director, Woodrow Wilson Department
of Foreign Affairs.

TucsoN, Ariz., January 26, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Sewator: Knowing your fear-
lessness, I am sure you do not need advice
from anyone on the Formosa situation and
how to deal with it. I do think, however,
that most of our Congressmen llke to know
the views of their public.

I am intensely concerned over the pending
legislation, feeling that hasty wrong action
may cause another Korea. The Chinese
Communists made good their threat to come
to the defense of the North Koreans if we
continued to come north of the 38th parallel
toward Manchuria, and I think the threats
they are making now are not idle ones.

I believe friends of the Chinese National-
ists have forced the President into advocat-
ing & provocative policy, and think that an
amendment such as that proposed by Sena-
tor Lancer should be adopted and that power
of commitment should be limited.

Faithfully,
Eorra LoTT.
Los ANGELES, CaLIF,
Senator Wayne Mogsk,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: More power to you in your
courageous stand on the urgent question of
Formosa. This is too vital a question to be
rushed through without discussion. I hope
you continue to fight for peace and against
total destruction of all of us. Congratula-
tions.

Sincerely yours,
Mrs. GarL GASTON.

JANuUARY 26, 1955.

Dear SewaTor Morse: It was heartening
to me to read of your decision on the China
situation.

I had felt that we were going to have an
era of peace after the settlement of the
Korean war. To me, the most horrible
thought is another war.

The actions in the past few days of our
Ppublic representatives in Washington seem
very warlike and frighten me.

It, therefore, gave some heart to me to
learn that by your recent actions that you
are helping to further the road to peace.

Good luck and be assured of my support.

Sincerely,
Mrs. SaraH BLANKEN,

BeIARCLIFF MaNor, N. Y., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate:
We are grateful for your courageous stand
against a risky commitment.
RoBerT and ANITA STEIN.

BosTtoN, Mass., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:
Millions of loyal Americans commend your
cautious stand. If military staff is allowed
to determine our foreign policy, global war
is inevitable, We stand behind you.
MARGARET WELCH.

JANUARY 26, 1055.
Dear SEwaTor Morse: I wish to congratu=
::ste you on your fine stand of the Formosa
ue.
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Truly this 1s a time of crisis, for if this
granting of war power to President Eisen-
hower is granted I feel that everyone in this
country will be sorry.

Let's not have American boys go over to
other countries to die and be maimed in.

Sincerely,
Mrs, Eva GATES.

Los ANGELES, CALIF.

JANUARY 26, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeEwaTor Morse: I wish to commend
you on your stand against the resolution be-
stowing war powers on President Eisenhower
to touch off a preventive war.

We have had enough of bloodshed, ete.,
throughout the world. Some peace talks
among great world powers are in order.

Mine is the voice of many friends and
neighbors. Continue your efforts in the in-
terests of peace. -

Sincerely,
Mrs. RACHEL CHESTER.

Los ANGELES, CALIF,

WommNeToN, DEL., January 27, 1955.
Hon. WayNE MoRsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SewaTorR: I heartily endorse your
stand on the Formosa defense bill as pre-
sented to the television audience on the pro-
gram Today on Thursday morning, Janu-
ary 27. I have written to my Senators ask-
ing them to consider your arguments against
the bill before voting.

Although I am not always in accord with
your point of view, it s wonderful to know
that there are still men in public life who
are farsighted enough to risk their personal
and political futures for the g of their
country. -

Continued success for your rugged indi-
vidual attitude.

Sincerely,
Mary H. STrEET.

MooresTowN, N. J., January 27, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Sm: I have just seen and heard you ex-
press your views on the Today program.
Please understand that a large part of Amer~
ican opinion is with you completely. If the
Congress would just understand that we
haven’t. had time to express opinion, every=
thing has moved too quickly. §

I am a housewife with limited contacts,
but I do deem it significant that in discuss-
ing this with neighbors and delivery men,
etc., not one person has agreed with the For-
mosan proposal and all have expressed views
similar to yours. All loyal, patriotic Ameri-
cans in the war generations (30 to 40 age
group), we have fought before, but never
aggressively, and such a policy is beyond our
understanding.

Please continue your fight. Don't give In
until at least more of our opinion can be
heard and felt in Washington.

Thank you for your stand and courage.

Respectfully,
ANN S. HEDGES.
Los ANGELES, CALYIF., January 26, 1955.

Howorasre Sie: Hearty gratitude for your
stand against our threatening entanglement
in the Formosa mess. Keep up your good
work. Heartiest support.

JEAN Eass,
A Mother,
Los ANGELES, January 25, 1955.

Dear SENaTOR Morse: I wish to congratu-
late you on your position of opposing our
being involved in a war in Formosa.
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All our neighbors are shocked at the turn
of events which seem to be moving too
swiftly, which may plunge us into a world
war.

Please continue to oppose our participa<
tion in a war.

Very truly yours,
Mrs. HANNAH HORNE.

Los ANGELES, CALIF., January 27, 1955.
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Congratulations on
your patriotic stand for peace, for the Amer-
ican people. I, too, am against spilling blood
to prevent spilling blood.
Yours respectfully,
HENRY HORNE.

Los ANGELES, CaLYF., January 27, 1955.
DeAr SENATOR Morse: Wish to congratu-
late you on your stand regarding Formosa.
My friends and I are wholeheartedly behind
you in the stopping of the war of preven-
tion before it begins.
(Mrs.) RICKIE TAREY,

Los ANGELES, CALIF., January 26, 1955,
DEeArR SENATOR MoORSE: My grateful thanks
to you for your magnificent and patriotic
stand against this horrible attempt to in-
volve us in a war. Please, please continue to
do everything in your power to prevent this,
You are speaking for the American people,

Sincerely,
Mrs. MADELYNE GERLACH,

Movunt Kisco, N. Y., Jenuary 27, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenaTor Morse: Congratulations on
your present stand against giving the Presi-
dent more powers in the Formosa situation.

I do not know who the administration
thinks they are fooling, but I am 100 percent
behind your position and hope that you will
continue your good fight.

Sincerely,
Mivrorp H. WisE.
HicHTsTOWN, N. J., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Saw you on television. Agree completely.

Keep up the fight.
MATALIE OSER.
New Yomrk, N. Y., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building: :

We salute and support your brave fight to
amend resolution.

Mr. and Mrs. ALFRED BERMAN.
j New York, N. Y., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,

Senate Office Building:

We support you against granting illegal
war powers to President.

Eprra HUNTINGTON SNOW,
San Francisco, CALIF., January 28, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE:

Accept our respect and admiration for
your courageous stand against possible global
WAr., :

B. DRUCKMAN AND FAMILY,
NEWARK, N. J., January 28, 1955.
Senator WaYyNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

You speak for us in opposing the adminis-

tration’s war policy. Keep it up.
MURIEL AND RUSSELL DAVIS,
CLEVELAND, OHIO, January 28, 1955,
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

I do not believe that the Formosa resolu-

tion now in Senate hands would be helpful.
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I belleve it would be dangerous. The right
of declaring war ought not to be in any one
man's hands. May God guide you in your
yote.

FLORENCE OGDEN ASHLEY.

New York, N. Y., January 28, 1955.
Senator WaAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Urge no hasty action on China resolution

which could end in world annihilation.
H. WEeg.
KELSEYVILLE, CALIF., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Appreciate your stand on Formosa ques-
tion. Continue efforts to bring problem be-
fore United Nations.

Mr. and Mrs. Ross FIELD.
MapisoN, Wis,, January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.;

Approve your opposition President's de-
mand for war power. Urge conciliation, not
force, toward solution of tensions.

ELsa FAUERBACH.
BosToN, Mass., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.*

I congratulate you on your stand on the
China situation. Eisenhower proposals bring
war too close for comfort. Why not hold
public hearings? Why the rush?

Cordially,
JEROME GROSSMAN.
CHICAGO, ILL., January 28, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building:

Congratulations on your good fights
against the President’s resolution. Eeep on
with the good work.

PETER LEVINE.

WasHINGTON, D. C., January 27, 1955.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SeEwaToR Morse: I wish to ex-
press my thankfulness, as an American citi-
zen, for your courageous, outspoken state-
ment when voting against the resolution
which, if passed, will threaten to make us
an aggressive nation in the eyes of the rest
of the world—including most of our allies.

Imagining how devastating and ugly an
all-out war would be in this atomic age,
I certalnly am amazed that the President
and large majority of Congressmen favor
such resolution which may result in our
starting a third world war without careful
study  and consideration for the possible
seriousness of its effect,

Sincerely yours,
(Mrs.) Dorores K. EBERT.
PHILADELPHIA, Pa., January 26, 1955.

DEeAR S1r: We are pleased with your deci-
sion about the Presidents request. All of
us are much concerned about the situation
in the Far East. Hoping that there is other
solution aside of any war..

Sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. H. HOUGHTON.
MaplsoN, Wis., January 26, 1955.
Senator WAYNE MoRSE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR MorseE: I was glad to hear
that you and several other Senators had
spoken in opposition to the President's pro-
posal that Congress give him a blank check
to issue an ultimatum to China.

It seems to me that the President possesses
the power and authority to do everything
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needful in conducting our foreign policy,
and it looks almost as if he were asking
Congress in effect to declare war on a con-
tingent basis. This does not seem to me to
be a line of action that would be at all help-
ful in promoting a peaceful settlement. In
fact, it looks like an extremely dangerous
step toward war.

I hope that you will continue to oppose
this request of the President’s, and that the
Senate will show sufficient prudence and
foresight to reject 1it, after thorough
discussion.

Respectfully yours,
(Mrs.) JOSEPHINE RENTZ.

Mr. MORSE. I may say to my good
friend from California—and I say this
in all good humor, because even in tragic
hours I believe we should keep our sense
of humor—that he supported the tide-
lands bill not so long ago because he
did not want any territorial limitations
put on California. He claimed there
was an offshore area to which California
was entitled. I recall that he wanted
certain islands included as State prop-
erty of California. Therefore I assume
it might help him to better understand
why Red China feels that the islands,
which are just about as close to the
mainland of Red China as the islands
referred to by the Senator from Cali-
fornia were to California, ought to be
included in the territorial sovereignty of
Red China.

As I stated, I say this good naturedly.
It illustrates the point that when we
start dealing with the shoreline of a
country we cannot escape the fact that
its sovereignty extends a distance out
into the ocean. I believe that the sov-
ereign rights of Red China certainly en-
compass Quemoy and Matsu.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I have almost concluded.
I stated at the outset of my remarks
that I would not yield, except to two
fienators. I shall not make any excep-

on.

Mr. President, I finish with this re-
statement of my major attitude. It is
the restatement of the point I made at
the very beginning of my first speech.
After the decision of our Government is
made, after the position of the flag be-
hind the Presiding Officer’s chair is de-
termined by this Government in respect
to this issue, the Senator from Oregon
will support that position. Under the
democratic processes of Congress, after
the policy is determined, and the Presi-
dent of the United States as Commander
in Chief renders his decision, there will
be no voice of dissent raised by the
Senator from Oregon.

Now is the time to dissent. Now is
the time to dissent, before legislation
is passed which authorizes this sweeping
power. It is a sweeping power. It isa
dangerous power. There is not a word
of limitation in the resolution with re-
spect to the power. It is a preventive
War power.

I believe it greatly increases the proba-
bilities of war. It tends too much in the
direction of our running calculated risks
of war, and ignores the calculated risks
of peace. . ;

I hope that history will prove all my
fears are unfounded. I hope history will
prove that I am dead wrong in the posi-
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tion I have taken in this case. For God
help America if events prove that I am
right.

Because I feel I am right, Mr. Presi-
dent, I have raised my voice in the course
of these speeches in opposition to the
resolution in its present form, and I have
tried to answer the challenge of the Sen-
ator from Georgia—'What alternative
do the opponents propose?” We have
proposed alternatives in a series of
amendments. We have proposed alter-
natives in our insistence that a line of
demarcation be drawn.

If it is unity the President wants, as
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr, Ke-
FAUVER] said the other day, we can have
unity, because we are in complete unison
on the proposal that we should defend
to the limit Formosa and the Pescadores
Islands. However, we are not in agree-
ment that we should defend Quemoy and
Matsu, because we fear that would
lead to world war III. As I close this
argument I have no regrets over follow-
ing the dictates of my consecience. I
believe so much in winning permanent
peace if we will only follow the moral
teachings of our history and Christian
faith that I cannot bring myself to sup-
port the language of war provocation
which I believe characterizes the resolu-
tion. Therefore I prefer to be on the
losing rather than the winning side of
the vote which we all know is about to
be cast on this preventive war resolution.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I wish
to congratulate the Senator from Ore-
gon on another fine speech, and I very
happily associate myself with it.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I rise
not so much to reply to the Senator from
Oregon. He is a learned lawyer, and he
seems to be content with his interpre-
tation of the resolution. I am certainly
content with my interpretation of it.

I have never asserted that the resolu-
tion gave power to the President to strike
wherever he may wish to strike. I dis-
tinctly said in my argument yesterday
that under the Constitution the Presi-
dent had power outside the resolution.
I was not discussing that point, and I
said it was entirely immaterial so far as
the resolution was concerned. I said
that all the power the President may
have, and all the power the Congress
could give him, short of a declaration
of war, which would confer on the
President an unlimited right to act, is
in this resolution.

What I said—and what the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon has mis-
apprehended—was that Congress was
by the resolution giving its sanction to
the President to use only the authority
“to include the security and protection
of such related positions and territories
of that area now in friendly hands.”

I said that was a limitation. It un-
doubtedly is a limitation, because it
could not apply to any territories or posi-
tions in unfriendly or hostile hands. It
is not strictly a limitation. I was not
speaking technically. I should not like
to get into that habit too much.

It is a restriction upon the authority
which the President may have, insofar as
we express our judgment on it. I have
not said that the President did not have
authority to employ the Armed Forces
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of the United States as he deems neces=

sary for the specific purpose of protect=

ing Formosa. He may have that power

'tlt?d:r the Constitution, and I conceded
at.

The distinguished Senator from Ore-
gon speaks of Formosa and the Pesca=
dores as having a status in international
law which justifies our action in defend-
ing those islands against attack. I
think that is true, and it is true for other
reasons than those already given. Con-
gress may very well say, “We authorized
the President to use armed forces to do
this, but in defining the President’s au-
thority we restricted it by saying, ‘This
authority, this power, which we, the Con-
gress, are now conferring’—not what the
President has or may have under the
Constitution—‘is to include securing the
protection of such related positions and
territories of that area which are now
in friendly hands'.” We would not take
Hong Kong away from the British, of
course. Iknow that isa restriction upon
the President’s authority under the reso-
lution. It is just common sense. The
services of a lawyer are not required to
show that that is true.

Also, Mr. President, there is a word of
limitation in the sentence below. In the
amendment originally offered by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY] he moved to strike out the
word ‘“‘other” in line 9. The authority
includes the taking of such other meas-
ures as the President judges to be re-
quired or appropriate. It was proposed
to strike out the word “other.” I ob-
jected to that, because “other” undoubt-
edly applies to something other than
taking a territory or holding any par-
ticular position. I said the President
asked for this authority, and we should
give it to him. As to whether it limits
his power under the Constitution is an
altogether different question. It is one
with which I am not concerned here, and
I do not think the Senate should be con-
cerned with it.

Let us look at a few facts, Mr. Presi-
dent. I think if we consider facts, we
will get further in an argument of this
character. What are the facts?

Formosa and the Pescadores were held
by Japan for 50 years or longer. They
were adversely held. Japan may have
stolen them, but that is beside the ques-
tion. They were held by Japan after
the Sino-Japanese War, when Formosa
and the Pescadores fell to Japan. Very
generally throughout that area the
United States was the power actually
carrying the long end of the task after
World War II, if, indeed, it was not car-
rying the whole task,

So we took them over. The other
allies left them in our hands. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse] says that gives us an interna-
tional law status for holding those
islands.

Let us use a little bit of commonsense,
Mr. President. That is all I ask. Let
us use a little bit of commonsense.

China was beset by an internal war
which was waged in China for many
years. Finally, the President of China
representing the organized Government,
which we recognized, went over to For-
mosa and also held some of the islands
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between the China coast and the island
of Formosa on which he took refuge.

We recognized the Nationalist Govern-
ment. We never have recognized the
Red government. If there is any legal
government which has any status in
morals or in international law, so far
as we in the United States are concerned,
it is Nationalist China. It makes no
difference what we may now think about
Nationalist China, or whether we think
it is wise, that is the fact.

What is proposed by the amendment
offered by the distinguished Senator
from North Dakota and defended by
the legal argument of my friend from
Oregon, for whom I have great respect?
It is proposed that we simply get off,
and, to wuse his language, ‘“get off
quickly,” from the islands lying between
the mainland and the large island on
which the President of China has taken
refuge. What are we going to do with
them when we get off? I ask any sensi-
ble man or woman in America, What is
meant by that? Should we turn them
over to the Reds, or get off quickly and
turn them over to Peiping, a govern-
ment which we never have recognized,
and take them away from the govern-
ment which we have recognized and to
which we have obligations? If we have
any obligations to defend Formosa and
the Pescadores—and everyone says we
have; it is even said that this resolu-
tion is wholly unnecessary, because that
burden rests upon the President, under
the Constitution—we have authority, in
the language of the resolution, under
international law, and under our own
Constitution, to defend Formosa and the
Pescadores.

How shall we defend them? By get-
ting off the islands that lie between the
Pescadores and Formosa and the main-
land? On Formosa and the islands in
that immediate vicinity, or between For-
mosa and the mainland, there are some
350,000 to 400,000 trained soldiers. If
we pulled back from the islands because
they are close to the China coast—and
the distinguished Senator from North
Dakota wants us to get off—those islands
would go to the Reds.

I am under no such obligation to Com-
munist China, Mr. President. What
would happen to the soldiers of the Re-
publie of China on Formosa? The very
heart would be taken out of them. They
could not fight.

Why do we not look at things in a
proper way? Why do we not look at the
facts? Here we are with an obligation
under international law to defend For-
mosa, and yet we are asked to take ac-
tion which can only benefit the enemy
of Formosa and which can only result in
destroying the will to fight of every single
soldier on Formosa. Is that not a beau-
tiful way to keep our international
obligations? Is that not a marvelous
way to measure up to the high respon-
sibility which has been imposed on us
by virtue of those islands, Formosa and
the Pescadores, coming to us as a result
of war?

- I undertake to say that no person in
America when he understands this issue,
would for one moment say that we would
be justified in walking off those islands
and saying that we will have nothing



974

to do with them simply because there
was civil war in that area.

We would be saying, in effect, “It is
true that we are under an obligation to
defend Formosa, but we are going to let
you fight this out. We are going to get
off, and get off quickly, and leave every
soldier on Formosa faced with the stark
fact that he has no friend and no sup-
pOl‘t."

The Chinese Nationalists would then
look across the broad Pacific and say,
“¥Yonder is the great Nation which rec-
ognized our Government. Yonder is the
great Nation which recognizes its re-
sponsibility to defend us, and which has,
under the international charter, known
as the United Nations Charter, pred-
icated its whole course upon resistance
to armed aggression.”

What are we going to do? TUnder that
set of facts and circumstances, which al-
ways will stand on the pages of history,
we propose to walk off of every island
that reaches out to the Pescadores and to
Formosa, and to say, “We will not have
anything to do with them. It is true
that your troops are there, and we do
not know what will happen to them. It
is true that your troops on the island
will lose the heart and the will to fight.”

The disintegration that would come to
those islands would be swift, final, and
complete, and they would have no friend
there at all, unless when the Chinese
Reds got there they should have a sud-
den change of heart, as did Paul on the
Damascus Road, and should say, “We
love those fellows across the sea with
whom we have been fussing.”

I cannot justify such a course of ac-
tion. I know that Americans will not
justify it when they understand the facts
as they are.

It is true that some risk may be in-
volved, but on that point I spoke yester-
day, and I do not care to repeat what I
said then. I am now merely speaking to
the amendment offered by my very good
friend the distinguished senior Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. LaNGEr], which
wants us to say that nothing in the res-
olution shall be construed as justifying
the defense of any island within 12 miles
of the shores of China.

If that is all the amendment meant, it
would be a different story. Actually it
means that we would be handing over on
a silver platter to Red China all the
troops of Chiang Kai-shek and all the
inhabitants of those islands. It means
that we would be cutting the very heart
out of every armed soldier on the very
islands which we are obligated to defend,
namely, Formosa and the Pescadores.

Such a course of action cannot be jus-
tified. No legalism in the world can jus-
tify it. No kind of legalistic reasoning
can justify such an occurrence. The
United States would stand condemned
before the world as unworthy of its trust.
We would be accused of a willingness to
fight only against a power that we
thought we could whip; and when the
fellow on the other side was big enough
really to give us some concern, we would
find some way out of our obligation.

I shall not vote for the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from North Dakota.
I propose to vote for the resolution with
full confidence, as I said yesterday, in
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the good faith, prudence, patience, and
experience of the President of the United
States, who has said that the power that
came to him would not be delegated—
nondelegable, in fact, is what he meant—
and that he would exercise the power
himself.

I earnestly hope that the amendment
offered by the Senator from North Da-
kota will be rejected, because if it should
be adopted, in my opinion, it would de-
stroy the effect of the resolution.

Mr. MANSFIELD obtained the floor.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
junior Senator from Montana [Mr.
MansrFieLp] has the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. How long does the
Senator from North Dakota wish to
speak?

Mr. LANGER. I desire to answer the
argument made by the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota will
confine his remarks to 1 minute, I shall
be glad to yield for 1 minute.

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator.
Ten minutes, did the Senator say?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Montana has yielded 1
l;:ﬁtnute to the Senator from North Da-

ota.

Mr. LANGER. I shall ask for the
floor in due course of time in my own
right to answer the argument made by
the distinguished Senator from Georgia.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should be de-
lighted to yield for 1 minute; but I have
been waiting all day for an opportunity
to speak, and the Senator from North
Dakota has had the floor previously.

Mr. President, the support which the
President of the United States needs,
which he must have, in the conduct of
the foreign relations of the Nation is
not to be measured by the feverishness
of our actions. It is not to be measured
by an enthusiasm which burns hot today
and grows cold tomorrow. It is to be
measured rather by the depth of our
understanding of what we do and our
capacity to stay with whatever decision
we may reach as a Nation.

The President bears a particularly
heavy burden of responsibility at this
time. But so too does every Member of
the Senate. For what we are dealing
with here is not solely a matter of a few
islands off the China coast. We are deal-
ing with questions which weigh the
safety of the Nation in the delicate bal-
ance of peace or war., What we decide
today may well have to stay with our
consciences for the rest of our lives.

Questions of this kind are not to be
disposed of with light words or loud
words.

Never, in almost a decade and a half
of service in the Congress of the United
States, have I been confronted with a
more difficult decision than the one
which now must be made. I have been
a member of many committees of Con-
gress. This resolution marks the first
occasion in my years here that, while
joining in reporting a measure favorably
out of committee, I found it necessary to
reserve the right to alter my position be-
fore the final vote.
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What is there in the resolution which
compelled me to take this course? To
withhold final decision until the final
hour?

The difficulty does not lie in the prin-
cipal purposes of the resolution. They
are clearly stated to be a just peace for
all and the preservation of the vital in-
terests of the United States and other
friendly nations in the Western Pacific.
I do not believe there is a Member of
the Senate who disagrees with these pur-
poses. I would go further and say that
in pursuit of these purposes there is gen-
eral, overwhelming agreement in the
executive branch and in Congress that
the Chinese Communists must not be
permitted to seize Formosa and the Pes-
cadores, and, if necessary, that American
Armed Forces shall be used to prevent
that from happening. That has been
the policy of this Nation for almost 5
years and few, if any, objections have
ever been raised against it.

The difficulty in decision, then, does
not lie in what this resolution purports
to do. On that we can generally agree,
and the overwhelming vote in the House
of Representatives is evidence of the
extent of the agreement.

The difficulty is to be found in the
clause which calls on Congress “to au-
thorize”—and that is the word used,
“authorize.” Congress is called upon to
authorize the President to employ the
Armed Forces of the United States to
protect Formosa and the Pescadores by
various means.

The Armed Forces of the United
States, in the form of the Tth Fleet, have
been protecting Formosa and the Pesca-
dores for almost 5 years without specific
authorization of Congress. The vessels
of that fleet have been ordered there and
kept there by two Presidents, under the
powers of their office.

By this resolution, we are now asked
to authorize what has in fact been done
by two Presidents, without authorization
and without objection from Congress for
many years.

In stationing the 7th Fleet in the For-
mosa Strait, both President Truman
and President Eisenhower were assuming
great risks in the exercise of their con-
stitutional powers as Commanders in
Chief of the Armed Forces. At any mo-
ment during the past 5 years the Chi-
nese Communists might have launched
an attack on the wvessels plying those
waters. To take such risks in the vital
interest of the United States, however,
is a part of the heavy burdens of the
Presidency. Only the President can de-
cide when to take those risks, because
only he has access to all the information
on which such decisions must be based.
‘When a President so acts, resolutely, and
in full awareness of the consequences of
his acts, he deserves, and will have, the
unhesitating support of Congress and the
American people.

It is one thing to support the Presi-
dent in his exercise of the powers of the
Presidency. It is another to attempt to
share his powers. In my judgment those
powers cannot be diluted, obscured,
transferred, or divided, resolutions of
Congress to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. To do so is to invite the irrespon-
sible usage of those powers by both the
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executive and the legislative branches of
the Government.

It may be reassuring and comforting
to Members of this body to be asked by
the President to authorize him to act.
But the power to authorize carries with
it responsibilities for the action, taken
pursuant to the authorization.

We cannot tell at this moment pre-
cisely what actions the President will
take or will be taken in his name in con=
sequence of this resolution. We can fore-
see, however, some of the possibilities
that are developing in the Formosa
Strait. Which of them, if any, actually
develop will depend partly on what the
Communists do or do not do. They will
also depend on how the President exer-
cises or delegates the powers of his
office.

I review these possibilities because I
believe that, resolution or not, they are
inherent in the Formosan situation, and
in passing this measure Congress would
be subscribing in advance to any one of
them. Members of the Senate ought to
be aware of the range of consequences
which we may be endorsing.

There may be a cease-fire in the For-
mosa Strait. It is clear from the Presi-
dent’s message that he hopes fervently
that hostilities will come to an end in
that area. How he expects to achieve
that result I do not know, but press re-
ports suggest that what may be involved
is a permanent division of China into
two separate entities and a cease-fire
between them, if it can be arranged by
the United Nations. I do not say that
this is desirable, but it is certainly a pos-
sibility in present circumstances, since
the President is seeking a peaceful solu-
tion of the problem.

Mr. President, it appears to me that,
at this juncture in our history, we are ap-
praising and reappraising—agonizing-
ly—our Far Eastern policy. We are ap-
praising our position in the light of our
commitments in Korea, in Formosa, and
our mutual defense agreements with
Asiatic and Pacific powers.

We are, as a matter of fact, in a qui-
escent state of war with Communist
China. An armistice in Korea is not the
same as a peace treaty. The Formosa
area is the opposite flank to Korea. The
loss of Formosa would strengthen the
forces against us in Korea, break the
island barrier chain of defense, weaken
our Pacific alliances, and make sizable
portions of southeastern Asia an easy
prey to Chinese communism.

It appears that we are reappraising
our policy in the Far East by seeking to
obtain, if possible, a peaceful solution.
It appears that we recognize that Chiang
Kai-shek cannot return to the mainland
without our help.

President Eisenhower, in his message
to the Congress last Monday, invited the
United Nations to bring an end to active
hostilities in the Formosa Strait, and he
has by this invitation indirectly recog-
nized that there are two Chinas.

I hope the President and the Secretary
of State realize what is being done by
this resolution. I hope they recognize
the possible consequences. If this reso-
lution has the effect of preventing war,
it may well be because we have in effect
struck a bargain. It may well be that
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we will not let Chiang try to go back to
the mainland in exchange for Commu-~
nist China's agreeing not to attack For-
mosa. China will be split as definitively
as Germany and Korea have been. If
may well be that Communist China will
gain support throughout the world for
membership in the United Nations and
that Nationalist China may lose her seat
on the Security Council.

In another vein, the defense of For-
mosa and the Pescadores, under the
terms of this resolution, may require
military action by American forces with-
in a dozen miles of the Chinese main-
land. It may call for the bombing of
transport facilities or airfields on the
Chinese mainland, It may lead to a
resumption of hostilities in Korea, full-
scale war with Communist China, or war
with Communist China and Soviet Rus-
sia if their treaty of alliance of 1950 is
brought into play. We may have allies
or we may not, in any of these potential
conflicts. Almost any one of them
would call for a vast expansion in our
Armed Forces.

I do not know which, if any, of these
contingencies may develop. No one
knows at this time. I believe firmly,
however, that Congress and the Ameri-
can people must recognize clearly what
the reasonable possibilities are in the
situation. Let us not wake up tomorrow
and confront ourselves with the ques-
tions: “How did this happen? Who is
responsible?”

Whatever the faults of the joint reso-
lution, in its origin and content, how-
ever, I do not see how it can be rejected.
In the words of the distinguished senior
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEoRGE], the
Chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, and a truly great American,
“What is the alternative?” The Com-
munists throughout the world are wait-
ing for any indication of division among
us which they can exploit for propaganda
purpose. The morale of friendly na-
tions, particularly in the Far East, may
be adversely affected if there is any sug-
gestion that the President does not have
the power to use the forces of this coun-
try to defend the vital interests of this
country. The Chinese Communists may
assume, mistakenly, that they have been
given a free hand in the Formosa Straits,
and so may precipitate the very conflict
we are trying to prevent.

I am glaa that the President chose to
come to Congress in a time of crisis. I
regret, however, that the joint resolution
is phrased in a manner that raises grave
constitutional questions. The phraseol-
ogy may have the effect of obscuring re-
sponsibility for some of the most impor-
tant actions this Government can take.
A simple affirmation by Congress of sup-
port for the President in this crisis, and a
reaffirmation of our policy that Formosa
and the Pescadores shall remain in
friendly hands, in my opinion, would
have accomplished all of the good that
can come from this joint resolution, and
w‘g}ﬂd have avoided all of the potential
evils,

It is, however, too late for that now.
An adverse vote at this time, a failure
to uphold the President, can only be in-
terpreted throughout the world as a
faltering in our resolve, with disastrous
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consequences to peace and to the free
nations,

The desirability of supporting the
President, particularly in vital matters
of peace or war, is not open to question.
The President is the leader of the Na-
tion. He holds his office by vote of the
people. The people and the Congress
must inevitably place every reasonable
and deserving trust in him; and as they
trust him, they have every right to ex-
pect that trust to be well placed and their
best interests protected acordingly by
his official acts.

Mr. President, I shall vote for the joint
resolution because circumstances leave
us no other choice. In so doing, how-
ever, I want it clearly understood for the
record that I regard my vote only as a
reaffirmation of our policy of the past
5 years with regard to Formosa and the
Pescadores. I regard it, too, as an ex-
pression of confidence, that the Presi-
dent will see to it that the powers of his
office are exercised by his subordinates in
the interests of this Nation and, as far as
possible, in the interests of the preserva-
tion of world peace.

The President has now settled the
question of responsibility which had
been raised in the joint resolution before
us. I am glad he emphasized that he
alone had responsibility to decide
whether American forces in the vicinity
of Formosa should be used for purposes
“other than immediate self-defense or in
direct defense of Formosa and the Pes-
cadores.”

He further stated that the responsi-
bility had been delegated to no one.
This would mean of course that this
authority had not been delegated to the
Congress of the United States, but that
the President in the maintenance of his
own constitutional authority as Com-
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces of
the United States would continue, as
previous Presidents had done and future
Presidents should, to exercise this re-
sponsibility.

I do not regard the term “authorize,”
as used in the joint resolution, as con=
ferring additional powers on the Presi=
dent or as defracting from his consti-
tutional powers. I most emphatically do
not regard it as assigning to the Presi-
dent the power of Congress to declare
war.

Responsibility for what happens in the
Formosa Strait from here on, as it has
until now, rests with the President. Re-
spensibility must be lodged where, under
the Constitution, power lies. The two are
inseparable, and any dilution of the bond
between them is an invitation to irre-
sponsibility and to the destruction of the
Republic.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 158 AND PLANNED
MILITARY STRENGTH

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
based on the grave condition of the
werld today, it would seem imperative
for us to have a united front in our re-
sistance to the growing Communist ag-
gression. Therefore, I will vote for the
joint resolution requested by the Presi-
dent.

Having taken this position, I now make
certain observations.

The letters and telegrams coming to
my oflice are running heavily against this
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request of the President. I do not be-
lieve that would be the case if the people
knew the truth about the danger which
now literally hangs over this country as
the result of the possession, by the Com-
munists, of both the atomic bomb and
the hydrogen bomb, and also of the
means of delivering them.

Only recently the distinguished former
chairman of the Joint Atomic Energy
Cemmittee said:

Today, atomic and hydrogen bombs exist
in growing numbers on both sides of the
Iron Curtain. Today—not next year, or the
year after, but today—the Soviets have both
the bombs and the planes needed to launch
a devastating nuclear attack against the
cities of North America.

Myr. President, a bomb we have al-
ready dropped would cause complete
annihilation of people and buildings—
and I mean complete—in an area of
some 30 square miles, and would
cause flash fires and the burning of
such substances as wood, along with the
destruction of some people, some 700
square miles.

It may be the Communists already
have bombs of greater destruction than
have we, just as it may be they are ahead
of us in the development of guided and
ballistic missiles. After extensive study,
I believe they are ahead on missiles.

Because both the free world and the
Communists now may have the capacity
to destroy each other, there is a grow-
ing belief among military experts that
we now may have reached a nuclear
stalemate—a stalemate created by the
fact that the originator of a hydrogen
attack might, in turn, be destroyed.

With this knowledge, our Government
has continued its earnest search for
peace. That is not true of the Com-
munists.

The free world no longer has a nu-
clear monopoly; and we should note
that the Communists attacked in EKorea
and Indochina when it was generally
believed we did have such a monopoly.

As stated, I want to support the Pres-
ident in this, his request, because I be-
lieve he is trying to achieve peace.

But I also believe this administration
is making a grave mistake in not telling
the people all the truth about the pres-
ent danger to their survival as a result
of the hydrogen bomb.

How can this administration expect
the American people to rally behind this
unprecedented request without reserva-
tion unless the facts are known? And
how can the administration justify at
this time a further reduction in
some of our Armed Forces?

It is true that the new budget partially
atones for the serious mistake made in
early 1953, when the “budget-firsters”
succeeded in cutting out of the develop-
ment of our Air Force more than $5 bil-
lion. I say *“partially atones" because
in the new budget the administration
asks for some $2.5 billion more for the
Air Forces, as against last year.

If there now is atomic stalemate, then
it is certain that any new hostilities will
result in fighting on land—and I for
one have always believed that any war
of any kind will involve fichting on land.
They always have, and they always will.
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With that nremise, look at the almost
unbelievable differences between the size
of our Army and the size of the Russian
and Chinese armies. In both cases I
have left out allies of the United States
and satellites of the Soviet and the Chi-
nese Communists. The Russian and
Chinese armies now consist of some 575
divisions, 400 Chinese and 175 Russian,
each with some 10,000 men.

The United States now has about 20
divisions, depending on how regimental
combat teams are handled, of 17,500 men,
and under the proposed new administra-
tion budget this tiny number as com-
pared tc the possible enemy will be still
further reduced.

Interesting in this overall pattern of
“strength through weakness,” it is now
planned to cut the Marines, an organiza-
tion composed entirely of volunteers
who enlisted because of a desire to de-
fend their country, by 32,000.

There was considerable commotion,
and rightly so, about cutting the Air
Force more than $5 billion in the fscal
year 1954 budget.

In the fiscal year 1955 budget appro-
priations for the Army were reduced
more than $5 billion, and in the new
budget request for 1956, despite the fact
that the President now is asking the
Congress to share with him a policy
which admittedly may result in action
on the mainland of China, the already
heavily reduced Army is being further
reduced.

When the distinguished senior Sena-
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. Bripces]
and I were in Europe last spring, it ap-
peared to me that the heavy reductions
in our military appropriations were one
of the reasons for the rapid rise of neu-
tralism in some of those countries, and
the extent of Communist infiltration in
others.

Who can assert that there would have
been a Korea if we had maintained our
military strength, or a Dien Bien Phu if
the strength of the free world had been
respected?

I mention the latter because not long
before the fall of Dien Bien Phu we were
told that the preservation of Indochina
for the free world was vital to our posi-
tion in southeast Asia; that our position
in southeast Asia was vital to our posi-
tion in Asia; that our position in Asia
was vital to the future security of the
free world.

‘Who can be sure that the contemptu-
ously aggressive policies of Chou En-lai,
before and after Geneva, were not affect-
ed by these reductions?

But now, as we apparently plan to stif-
fen against further aggression, we are
also asked further to reduce our already
seriously weakened Army and Marine
Corps.

The Communists have shown they
were not afraid of us when we had the
atomic deterrent. Why should they be
afraid when we have not? And if that
is a fair premise, why should we not build
up our Army and Marines, instead of
continuing to tear them down?

In recent months there have been
press stories to the effect that the Chief
of Staff of the Army, General Matthew
Ridgway, objected to certain military
policies which might commit the Army.
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If that is true, those of us who know
this American general and his great bat-
tle record also know that he must be-
lieve that his Army, shortly to be fur-
ther weakened, is not strong enough to
carry out missions which might be in-
volved.

We have had sad comparable situa-
tions in the not too distant past. In 1950
the late great Hoyt Vandenberg, Chief
of Staff of the Air Force, protested his
“shoestring” Air Force: and when it be-
came known that in order to defend Ko-
rea this country was forced to borrow
fighter planes from Canada, people un-
derstood what General Vandenberg
meant by the term ‘‘shoestring.”

Korea was fought with both obsoles-
cent and obsolete airplanes, in insuffi-
cient quantities. Under Secretary Tal-
bott we have improved our Air Force, but
the strength of our Army has continued
to decline.

Recently the President was quoted as
approving the following statement:

From other sources, it was learned yes-
terday that the administration is counting
on airlift of Army or Marine units as an
important part of the mobile forces along
with naval carrier and Air Force units.

But I have studied the airlift over re-
cent weeks, and believe the airlift avail-
able to the Army is inadequate; and Gen-
eral Ridgway must know that.

In addition General Ridgway must also
know that if we had real trouble which
required ground action, the tragedy of
ammunition shortage in Korea would be
repeated because of the current plans
for reserve ammunition.

There are some who assert that this
country cannot afford adequate defense
against Communist aggression because
the cost of such defense would jeopard-
ize our economy.

In the first place, I have said, and say
again, that there is little merit in being
the richest man in the graveyard; and
in the second place, I do not believe that
the assertion that we cannot afford ade-
quate strength is true.

In his recent outstanding book, Mr.
Thomas K. Finletter, former Secretary
of the Air Force, and former Chairman
of the President’s Air Policy Commission,
states the findings of a nonpartisan or-
ganization as follows:

The National Planning Association in a
report of October 1953 has said that addi-
tional annual defense expenditures of $10
billion over the administration’s projected
outlays would not interfere with further
business expansion, would not prevent a
continuing increase in the standard of liv-
ing, and would even allow for tax reduec-
tions; that an increase in defense expendi-
tures of $20 billion annually over the pro-
jected 1956 levels could be made and still
permit a continuing increase in investment
and a moderate increase in the standard of
living, with no change in tax rates; and
that only when the increase reached $33
billion annually over the presently projected
rate of expenditures would the United States
be brought close to the point where we would
have to approach the issue of ‘guu.s or but-
ter’.” Even at this point there would still
‘be enough resources for some small increases
in investments and in the standard of living.

The question, considered only in fiscal
terms, is not at all what we can afford to
spend but what it is wise to spend in order
to avoid the massive expenditures in man-
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power, materials, and dollars we would be
forced to make if we became engaged in
general war.

There may be some who will dispute
that statement, but I have full faith
there is no American who is not willing
to pay whatever the price may be for
preserving our freedom.

Much has been said about the unfair-
ness of the Chinese Government in im-
prisoning, as spies, the 11 American fiy-
ers who were shot down. Not much has
been said, however, about the unfairness
of this Government in sending them out
in a plane designed before 1940, a plane
obsolete before the Korean war.

I was just told this plane may have
been designed shortly after 1940, and
I will check the facts for the REcorp. I
do know the plane was flown in 1943,
and that such planes were flown in large
numbers in 1944. It usually requires
around T years to develop a bomber, de-
sign through production. But this ship
was rushed.

If our Government has the right to
draft men and send them out to fight
and die for the protection of our coun-
try, then it also has the duty to see that
these men are given the best possible
training and have the best possible
equipment.

In closing, may I again emphasize that
I vote for this resolution to uphold the
position of the President in taking this
apparent stand against further Com-
munist aggression.

But I believe that if this administra-
tion now thinks a showdown with the
Communists in the interest of our
security may be as close as this resolu-
tion request would seem to imply, the
concurrent military appropriation re-
quest should involve improving the
strength and mobility of all our forces
instead of adding only to the strength of
one, and reducing the two others.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, follow-
ing the most impressive testimony I
have heard on any measure during my
service in the Senate, I shall vote for
ihe joint resolution without amendment,
because I am convinced that the defense
line of our Nation is threatened in the
Pacific; and, of course, it must be main-
tained.

I am not voting for the joint resolution
as a military alliance in any way with
Nationalist China, nor as a police action
against the spread of Asiatic com-
munism,

We do not have the manpower, the
natural resources, nor the economic re-
sources which can indefinitely plug all
the weak spots in the spread of Asiatic
communism. For emphasis, I say that
we should support the resolution because
the Pacific line of defense of the United
States of America is threatened and we
must proteet it.

This policy of defending Formosa as
a part of our own defense line is well
developed over the years. The resolu-
tion has now been spread out before the
world. The Chief Executive of the
Nation has made his stand upon it and
I think that it should be passed. I do
not close my eyes to the fact that this
action is a sharing by the Chief Execu-
tice with the Congress of certain execu-
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tive power invested in him by the
Constitution; that it is the taking over
of certain power by the Congress and is
the signing of a blank check by the Con-
gress for military action that could in-
volve actual war. This precedent may
plague us in the future, but future con-
ditions will have to be faced when they
develop. It should be made clear now
that this resolution is passed to meet an
extraordinary situation.

With many others, I was greatly con-
cerned at the hearings about the in-
clusion of certain islands near the China
coastline as an area of security and
protection. From my own viewpoint,
I believe the small advantages of hold-
ing the islands is far less in importance
than the harm that can come in inter-
national affairs from such a course, but
when the entire case is considered I
believe that this is a matter which we
will have to leave to the judgment of the
President after he has considered advice
from both political and military sources.

The American people are relying on
President Eisenhower and his firm
statements that he will personally direct
these activities and that he alone will
give the final command as to any and all
action. The Members of the Congress
are personally relying upon this same as-
surance which precludes any military
alliance or joint responsibility of the
President and the leaders of any other
nations.

1 think, Mr. President, that we should
also clearly recognize that this action
can well involve both the early increase
and the expansion of our military forces.
This resolution could cause military
action at an early date and instead of
decreasing the size of our Army, I per-
sonally think that we should be increas-
ing it. The American people ought to be
warned now that this action may involve
larger calls by the Selective Service and
larger expenditures of money for the
military program. I also think we ought
to face the fact that this action clearly
involves the possibility of the use of our
own ground forces in Formosa, or on the
mainland of China itself. I think we
ought to squarely face the issue of this
possibility now, and as a member of the
Armed Services Committee, I see this
step as one that may be involved in car-
rying out this resolution. I do not think
that it is enough to merely say that this
action does not call for an increase in
our Armed Forces.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Does not the Sen-
ator believe there is a possibility that
some of the recent aggressions from be-
hind the Iron Curtain resulted or were
influenced by the heavy reductions in
our Armed Forces in recent years?

Mr. STENNIS. That could well be.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I was interested
in the Senator’s statement that he be-
lieved we should increase the size of our
Armed Forces, instead of reducing them.
I am sure the Senator from Mississippi
knows that the Army appropriation re-
quest was reduced more than $5 billion
last year, and despite that it is now
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planned to cut the Army appropriation
even further this year.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from
Mississippi has not seen any broof that
would justify such a reduction, based on
world conditions or based on technical
advances or on improvements in ma-
chinery, or otherwise.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield further? .

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield
further.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Today there are
no draftees in the Marine Corps. Never-
theless the present plan of this admin-
istration is to cut the Marine Corps by
32,000 men, or about 15 percent of its
total strength. We are now talking in
terms of amphibious warfare, at which
the Marine Corps is particularly expert.
Does not the Senator consider unfortu-
nate this planned further reduction in
Marine Corps strength?

Mr. STENNIS. I wholeheartedly
agree with the distinguished Senator
from Missouri. I was greatly surprised
when he brought out that fact, that the
Marine Corps, that fine amphibious
force, is faced with a reduction of 32,000
men, who are all volunteers in this spe-
cial type of armed service.

Mr. President, I shall not detain the
Senate much longer.

The real basis of what hope I have for
the eventual peaceful settlement of this
Formosan question is for Formosa to be
under at least partial jurisdiction of the
United Nations with protection for us
against the island being used as a spring-
board for military action against our de-
fense line. These matters are for deci-
sion in the future. The present demands
are for a firm, positive policy by us; and
for this reason I shall support the reso-
lution without amendments, and urge
my colleagues to do the same. I hope
it passes by a large vote.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TaURMOND in the chair). The senior
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]
had asked for the floor, but he is not in
the Chamber. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment offered by the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
LANGER].

Mr. CLEMENTS. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
call of the roll be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. LANGER].

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I do
not wish to delay the Senate, but I do de-
sire to say a few words.

I am a member of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, and I sat through every
minute of the 2 days of hearings, and
heard the testimony of all the witnesses.
I believe I can say without fear of sue-
cessful contradiction that I was the first
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to bring up the question of whether the
Nationalist Government of China might
in any way involve us in a war on the
mainland®of China. I know other Sen-
ators were thinking about it; but in the
committee we take turns in questioning,
and I think I was the first to indulge in
that line of questioning, because I was a
little fearful at the time that Chiang
Kai-shek might involve the United
States in a war with Red China, and I
did not wish to be a party to any resolu-
tion which might enable Chiang Kai-
shek to involve us in such a war. So I
asked questions about it. I became com-
pletely, 100 percent, satisfied as a result
of the answers given the committee by
Secretary of State Dulles, by Admiral
Radford, and by other members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The President of the United States
made the statement yesterday that the
purpose of this resolution is to defend
and protect Formosa, and nothing else,
and, in the discretion of the President,
to take whatever measures he feels are
in the best interests of the United States
in defending Formosa.

At no time was I convinced as a result
of any testimony or of anything that I
have read in the newspapers or of any
statements made by the President or
anyone else that the purpose of the res-
olution is to do anything else than to
defend Formosa. Period. That is all.
There is nothing else to it.

I have been listening to debate on the
part of the able Senator from Oregon
[Mr, Morst]l and other Senators regard-
ing the sovereignty of the mainland of
China and to assertions that we would
be violating international law if we per-
mitted certain things to happen to the
mainland of China. It is said that the
Communists have sovereignty over the
mainland of China, and that Great Brit-
ain and other nations have recognized
the Chinese Red government.

Are we more interested in Communist
China and what the British have done
than we are in our own Government
and our own people? We have not rec-
ognized the Chinese Communists.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, may we
have order? The Senator from Indiana
is making a very able address, and it is
almost impossible to hear him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let there
be order in the Senate. The Senator
from Indiana may proceed.

Mr. CAPEHART. Are we more inter-
ested in Communist China than in the
Chinese Nationalists? Is it the argu-
ment of some Senators that the Chinese
Communists have more right to a foot
of land on the mainland of China than
have the Chinese Nationalists? Is that
the argument? We have not recognized
the Chinese Communists. We recognized
the Chinese Nationalists. They have
just as much right to the islands which
are in dispute as have the Chinese Com-
munists. They have just as much right
to the mainland as have the Chinese
Communists. How did the Chinese Com-
munists acquire control? By overthrow-
ing, by force, the Chinese Nationalist
Government. They did it with the aid of
Communist Russia. They have no legal
right to the mainland of China. We have
not recognized them as the Government
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of China, notwithstanding the fact that
the English have so recognized them.

As to the offshore islands which the
Chinese Nationalists now control and
upon which they have troops, are Sen-
ators going to stand on the floor of the
Senate and say they are not entitled to
them, that they belong to the Chinese
Communists? What sort of reasoning is
that?

I remember, Mr. President, that dur-
ing the Korean war I engaged in collo-
quies on the floor of the Senate and lis-
tened to the same sort of propaganda
and arguments to which we have been
listening in the past few days. I re-
member that Chiang Kai-shek offered to
furnish a couple of divisions to help us
fight in Korea.

The same able Senators at that time
said, “No, it cannot be done, because if
we permit them to fiight in Korea, we
shall have to transport them from For-
mosa to Korea, and the Chinese Com-
munists will not like that. That might
involve us in a war with the Chinese
Communists.”

I remember that very distinctly.
That was the argument which was used.
It was said that Nationalist troops could
not be used in Korea because they had no
ships and ecould not get from Formosa
to Korea, unless they were transported in
United States ships, and to do that might
offend the Chinese Communists and
might involve us in a third world war.
So we were told we had better not at-
tempt to do that.

Then I remember some arguments
coming from the same sources along this
line: Then when the Chinese Commu-
nists attacked our boys up at the Yalu
River, we should not attack anyone north
of the Yalu River. The argument was
that, regardless of the amount of damage
done or the number of American boys
killed or wounded south of the Yalu
River, we must not dare to send an air-
plane north of the Yalu River. We must
not dare to bomb any of the airports or
materiel depots in Communist-controlled
territory, because if we did, the Com-
munists might not like it; they might
consider it an act of war and might re-
taliate.

So someone said to our generals, “You
must stay south of the Yalu River.”

‘We hear the same voices now saying,
“We are for defending Formosa.” I
have even heard them say, ““At any cost,
we are for defending Formosa. But in
defending Formosa, regardless of the
amount of build-up on one of the off-
shore islands, of which the Nationalists
have now lost control to the Communists
from the mainland of China, regardless
of the number of airplanes which may be
assembled there, regardless of the
amount of materiel which may be stored
there, regardless of the number of troops
who may be assembled there for the spe-
cific purpose of attacking Formosa, we
dare not do anything about it until they
have sent their airplanes over Formosa.”
To do what? To kill American boys who
may be stationed on Formosa in order to
defend it. That is what it amounts to.
That is how simple the proposition is.

We are told that we must not attack
the Chinese Communists on the main-
land because they have sovereignty
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there. T say they do not have sover-
eignty, in the eyes of the United States
Government. Since when have we be-
come more interested in the Chinese
Communists than we are in the Chinese
Nationalists?

The purpose of the resolution is to
defend Formosa. In passing the resolu-
tion, we shall be giving to the President
of the United States the power really
to defend Formosa. The Chinese Com-
munists, not once, but many times
within the past few days, have told us
in no uncertain terms that they intend
to capture Formosa. What more assur-
ance of their intention do we want?
They have told us that they plan to
capture Formosa. Who is so naive as
to believe that if they start to build up
a great force opposite Formosa, on one
of the offshore islands, or even on the
mainland, for the purpose of taking For-
mosa, they will not attempt to carry out
their objective? The President of the
United States has told us that he will
have the last word about that.

What American, knowing that we
might have 50,000, 100,000, or 200,000
American boys on the island of Formosa,
would deny the President of the United
States the right to stop the Red Chinese
before they started, rather than to wait
until they came over Formosa, dropped
their bombs, and killed great numbers
of Americans?

What sort of thinking prevails among
us? I am just as much opposed as is
anyone else to engaging in a war. The
able senior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrp] discussed this matter at great
length in the committee, as did all other
members, because we are all opposed to
permitting Chiang Kai-shek or anyone
connected with any other government to
trigger us into a war with Red China or
any other country.

We satisfied ourselves in the committee
by the testimony that that simply would
not happen. I know I was convinced;
I cannot, of course, speak for any other
Senator. Oh, yes, it might happen, but
it will not happen. We are not going
to permit it to happen. There can be
no question about that.

The question of our attacking the
mainland came about in this way. The
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
was asked what he would do if the Red
Chinese built up a tremendous force, and
a supply of airplanes, materiel, guns, and
so forth, on the mainland, and he knew
it was being done for one purpose,
namely, to attack Formosa. He was
asked, “What do you think you would
have the right to do, or what should
you do, under the resolution?”

He could give only one answer. If
that admiral had given any other answer
than the one he gave, that he would pro-
tect American boys by stopping the Red
Chinese before they had a chance to -
shoot down American boys, he should
have been impeached.

What right have we to send American
boys to the island of Formosa, and then
to say to the President of the United
States, “Even though you are convinced
that those Red devils are building up an
army a hundred miles away, with a thou-
sand airplanes intended to fly over For-
mosa and to shoot down our boys, with-
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out even giving them a chance to stop
that kind of build-up, you cannot defend
them™?

I put it up to the American people
when I say that, in all fairness, we have
no right to say that to the President.

Perhaps we should not be defending
Formosa. Perhaps we should not be
over there at all. Perhaps we ought to
withdraw and get completely out of the
far eastern Pacific. But that is not the
question. The question is, if we are
committed to defending Formosa, which
means possibly placing American boys
on Formosa, why should we want to tie
the hands of the President of the United
States and our commanders by requiring
them to sit there like ducks, and wait
until the Red Chinese fly over them and
drop their bombs?

Those who take the position that we
should not attack the Communists be-
cause they have sovereignty over the
mainland of China are the same group
who argued that we should not use any
of the Chinese Nationalist troops in the
Korean war, the same group who argued
that we should not fly across the Yalu
River.

How can we be in favor of defending
Formosa, how could we have favored
winning the Korean war, and then be
against having our commanders follow
the enemy? In what kind of thinking
are we indulging?

We talk about international law and
the attacking of a sovereign nation. We
shall not be attacking a nation at all,
if we are required to attack—and we are
not going to do it under this resolution.
The President of the United States is not
going to do it. There is nothing in the
resolution which says that he should do
it, unless he is thoroughly convinced
that the Communist Chinese are build-
ing up a force on the offshore islands or
on the mainland of China to attack our
boys and our friends on Formosa.

To me that is how simple this matter
js, The Red Chinese have no sovereignty
in China. They took China by force.
We have never recognized the Red
Chinese government. It is not the gov-
ernment of China. So far as we are
concerned, the Nationalists government
is the government of China.

Mr. President, as I have said, I sat
through all the hearings. I assure my
colleagues one cannot read into those
hearings anything other than that every
witness testified that the purpose of the
resolution is to defend Formosa. The
witnesses testified that the intention is
to act only if, in the best judgment of the
proper authorities, the Red Chinese
should do something which would be
detrimental to our defense of Formosa.
One cannot read anything else into the
hearings. There were present at those
hearings the able Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. SavTonstainl, the able
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl, the
able Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Lawncer], and the able Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Kxowranpl as well as other
Senators.

Yesterday the President went so far
as to say that if at any time we should
engage in any act outside what might
be called the scope of defending Formosa
and the surrounding islands, the Presi-
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dent alone would be responsible for the
decision.

Why is it that some of us are more in-
terested in Red China than in National-
ist China? Where does one get the facts
from which to arrive at the conclusion
that we ought to be more consideratz of
the Chinese Communists than of the
Chinese Nationalists? What are the
facts that would dictate to any man that
we ought to be more careful with the
Chinese Communists, and that we ought
to permit them to do what they please?

The Chinese Communists have told us
repeatedly that they are going to take
Formosa. I do not know whether they
will or not. I know that one able Sen-
ator today said he thought the Chinese
Communists were bluffing and that they
do not mean it. I do not know whether
they are bluffing of not. They certainly
were not bluffing in Korea. They cer-
tainly were not bluffing in Indochina.
They certainly were not bluffing in many
other areas. I again repeat my ques-
tion, Where are the facts which would
dictate any American to determine that
we ought to be more considerate of Red
China than of Nationalist China? What
are the acts and actions of Red China
which would indicate that we ought to
be more considerate of the Chinese Com-
munists than we are of the Chinese
Nationalists?

If I remember correctly, it was the
Red Chinese who attacked our armies
and the United Nations armies in Korea.
If I remember correctly, it was their
armies that made it possible for us to be
so unfortunate as to suffer 150,000 cas-
ualties, including about 35,000 deaths. If
I remember correctly, it is the Red Chi-
nese that are holding 11 American air-
men against international law and in vi-
olation of the Korean truce agreements.

Are those facts on which one can come
to the conclusion that we ought to be
more considerate of the Chinese Com-
munists than of the Chinese National-
ists? I do not think those are facts
which would convince me of that. Al-
though I am not a lawyer, I see nothing
that would justify such preference under
international law, and I feel certain we
have not recognized the Chinese Com-
munist Government as the Government
of China. The Chinese Communists may
be occupying China, but how did they
get there? They took China from the
Chinese Nationalists by force. There
can be no question about that. So I
do not see what the debate is all about.
I do not understand the reasoning which
has been set forth. I do not find the
facts based on which one can stand up
and say, “I am against the Chinese Com-
munists. I am against communism; I
am for defending Formosa at any cost,
but—but—be nice to the Chinese Com-
munists. They are nice fellows. They
might provoke something, you know. Be
nice to them. Under international law
we must not do certain things.”

We listened to the same kind of argu-
ments during the Korean war. I do not
understand that sort of reasoning. I
do not understand how one can arrive
at such conclusions, or on what facts one
can come to such a conclusion. How can
one say to an American boy, “We are go-
ing to send you over to Formosa to de-
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fend Formosa,” and then say to his com-
manders that they must be as careful
and as certain as human beings can be to
observe certain precautions? We have
been assured, by witnesses who are in a
position to know of what the intention of
the resolution is, and the President has
also told us. Yet we delay while the
Communists build up a great army, build
up installations where many airplanes
are concentrated, and get ready for ag-
gression.

We hear statements made, and they
may be right, that some of these days
Russia may fly many airplanes to this
country and bomb Washington, New
York, and other cities, and that we
should do something to prevent such an
occurrence, and that our defense line
is in the Pacific. I agree that that is
where it is. Yet when it comes to the
question of defending Formosa and send-
ing our boys over there, the same per-
sons refuse to permit the President of
the United States to engage in a buildup
of defense on one of the offshore islands,
when those persons know that the Com-
munists are building up their own forces
for the specific purpose of attacking
Formosa.

Mr. President, I was concerned over
one aspect about which I am no longer
concerned. One can never be certain
about anything in this life, but I am
thoroughly convineced that the purpose
of the resolution is not to do anything
except to defend Formosa. Iam likewise
thoroughly convinced that the President
of the United States does not intend to
permit Chiang Kai-shek or anybody else
to “trigger” us into a war. If we get
into a war, we shall do it on our own
initiative. I am thoroughly convinced
that our officials are not going to permit
Chiang Kai-shek to get us into a war.
I was concerned about that question in
the beginning. The question was de-
bated and discussed in the committee
hearings and has been referred to in
newspapers, and broadcast by radio and
television networks.

I stood on this very spot last Monday
and congratulated the President of the
United States for sending to the Con-
gress a message which, in effect, asked
for a resolution. I thought at that time
we ought to have hearings and thor-
oughly consider the matter, and that we
should go into the question from every
possible viewpoint. We have done that.
I have satisfied myself that this is the
best thing and the only thing we can
do under existing circumstances.

I cannot find, anywhere, any facts
which either were developed in the past,
or were developed in the committee meet-
ing the other day, or any facts which
have been developed on the floor of the
Senate, which would justify a Member
of Congress in saying he is in favor of
the defense of Formosa, but that he does
not wish to give the President the power
and authority to strike at a buildup 100
miles or less away from Formosa, which
the President knows would, if permitted
to continue and grow, would make if
impossible for him to defend Formosa,
and thus perhaps cause the loss of 100,000
or 200,000 American boys. I cannot be
a party to that sort of thing.
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California will state it.

Mr. KNOWLAND. What is the pend-
ing question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. LANGER].

Mr. EKNOWLAND. The yeas and nays
have been ordered on this question, have
they not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct; the yeas and nays have been
ordered.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, hefore
answering the distinguished Senator
from Georgia, I wish to take only half
a minute to answer the argument of the
distinguished Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CAPEHART].

If his theory of sovereignty were cor-
rect, the Indians would still be control-
ling the United States of America, be-
cause the white people took this country
away from the Indians by force. How-
ever, I do not wish to argue that point,

I am interested chiefly in the joint
resolution and in the amendment I have
submitted.

Mr, President, in my service in the Sen-
ate, I am never worried about having to
vote alone. I remember that I stood on
this floor for 3 hours, arguing against
confirmation of the nomination of Mr,
Stettinius to be Secretary of State. I
voted alone against confirmation of that
nomination. A little later I looked at
a picture in Life magazine, and there
1 saw portrayed a scene at the San Fran-
cisco conference, where Alger Hiss was
representing the Secretary of State, and
was greeting President Truman.

I also remember that when Woodrow
Wilson was running for office, time and
time and time again he said he was
running on the platform of keeping this
country out of war.

Then I remember when another Presi-
dent, Franklin D. Roosevelt, said in a
speech:

I say again and again and again I am not
going to send our boys to any foreign
country.

And then I remember that after Pres-
jident Truman sent our boys to Korea,
and when he was calling it “a police
action,” Senator after Senator after
Senator rose and said, “I never voted for
any measure of that kind; but the boys
are over there now and are we not going
to appropriate money to see that they
get good guns and the protection to
which they are entitled?”

Mr. President, I also remember that
in the last political campaign, Republi-
can Senator after Republican Senator
said on the radio, “I never voted for the
war in Korea; I have no responsibility
at all for it. That was the action of
Harry Truman, who never came to the
Senate to request such authority before
he sent the boys to Korea.”

Mr. President, what does my amend-
ment do? I am perfectly willing to ac-
cept a part of the joint resolution—the
part which says:

That the President of the United States be
and he hereby is authorized to employ the
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Armed Forces of the United States as he
deems necessary for the specific purpose of

securing and protecting Formosa and the

Pescadores against armed attack.

I wish to state to my friend, the Sena-
tor from Indiana [Mr. CarEHART], that
he will never find the Senator from North
Dakota unwilling to protect our soldiers
who may be on Formosa, whether their
number be 50,000 or 100,000. But the
entire tradition and history of the United
States are that we have never attacked
another nation. To that part of the joint
resolution I have absolutely no objection.

If Senators wish to declare war, let
them declare it. But what would we be
doing by passing the joint resolution as
it now reads? We would be saying that
the President can take “such other meas-
ures as he judges to be required or ap-
propriate in assuring the defense of For-
mosa and the Pescadores.”

In other words, under the joint reso-
lution, as it now reads, if the President
were to deem it essential to send our
troops to southeast Asia, in order to di-
vert some of the Communist troops, he
could send our troops there, without ever
coming back to the Congress for author-
ity, because we would have given him a
blank check to do so. Or if the President
wished to send American troops to Egypt
or to Africa or to anywhere in South
America, he could send them there, for
Congress would have given him a blank
check; and the Senator from Indiana will
have voted for it, if he votes in favor of
the passage of the joint resolution as it
now stands.

Mr. President, if the joint resolution
as now written is passed and is enacted
into law, what will we say if the Presi-
dent sends our troops to the jungles or
swamps of southeast Asia, 3 or 4 years
from now? France was fighting in that
area for some 7 long years. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia asked,
today, “Are we going to surrender the
350,000 people on those islands?” Well,
Mr. President, after 7 years, France
surrendered a million people and I no-
tice that our State Department appar-
ently did not have any objection. After
a war lasting 7 or 8 years, the French
surrendered a million people in Indo-
china.

Under the joint resolution as it now
reads, build-ups on the few islands 12
miles from the coastline of China are
dealt with. On the other hand, there
may be military buildups 100 miles or
500 miles or 1,000 miles away from the
coastline. Are we going to have the
President use our Armed Forces to go
that far and to attack the forces of the
government of China before those forces
attack us? That, in simple language, is
what the joint resolution amounts to.
If, 5, 6, 7, or 8 years from now, we find
that our troops are still on the mainland
of China, and if at that time the Ameri-
can people ask various Senators, “Did
you vote to send our boys there?” the
only answer Senators will be able to give
will be “Yes,” if they vote in favor of
the passage of the pending joint resolu-
tion, for that is what may be its effect if
it is enacted into law.

So far as I am concerned, I will never
vote to send our boys there, under a joint
resolution of this kind, ambiguous as it
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is, because if the President were to de-
cide that he wanted to send our boys
there, all he would have to do would be to
come before the Congress and obtain au-
thority for that purpose—just as the pro-
posal now before us is one to give him
authority to use our forces to defend
Formosa. He could come to Congress
and could say, “I want to send our troops
to some of these foreign countries.” If
the President said he wanted authority
to do that, I do not think there would be
a single vote against it.

So, Mr. President, I request a vote on
my amendment because I think that by
adopting the amendment we shall be
protecting the lives of the youth of
America—the boys who will have to do
the fighting. If we wish to send our
troops to all these foreign countries later
on, and if the President finds it is neces-
sary for that to be done, he will be able
to come to Congress and ask Congress
for authority to take that action, and
Congress can give him the authority.
But certainly this is a blanket or blank-
check resolution. Just read it, Mr. Presi-
dent:

Resolved, ete., That the President of the
United States be and he hereby is authorlzed
to employ the Armed Forces of the United
States as he deems necessary for the specific
purpose of securing and protecting Formosa
and the Pescadores against armed attack,
this authority to include the securing and
protection of such related positions and

territories of that area now in friendly
hands.

Mr. President, those who prepared the
joint resolution could have stopped there.
But, no; they added the last 2% lines, in
which Congress is asked to give the
President a blank check, so as to author-
ize him—with our approval—to send our
Armed Forces to any country on the face
of the globe; because the joint resolu-
tion, as it now stands, continues with
the following provision:

And the taking of such other measures as
he judges to be required or appropriate

in assuring the defense of Formosa and the
Pescadores.

It is as simple as that. The senior
Senator from North Dakota does not in-
tend to vote to give such authority to
any President unless we know where the
troops are going. I do not propose to
vote to attack any country which is get-
ting its airplanes ready 500 miles from
the coastline. We can get planes ready
in this country as fast as the Reds can.
We shall be ready for them, if they
come. We shall be ready for the very
first plane. Mr. Forrestal, the late Sec-
retary of Defense, said that if an attack
should come at any time we would be
prepared to resist it.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ah-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer]. On this
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question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. C S. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr,
Caavezl, the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. Frear]l, the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. GreEeN], and the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY] are ab-
sent on official business.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHN-
son] and the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] are absent by leave
of the Senate because of illness.

On this question the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. CuAvEz] is paired with
the Senator from Texas [Mr, JoHNSON].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea” and the
Senator from Texas would vote “nay.”

I further announce that the Senator
from Delaware [Mr. Frearl, the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN], and the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY]
if present would vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Fran-
DERS] is necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. PorTERr] is absent on offi-
cial business as a member of the Ameri-
can delegation attending the 10th an-
niversary of the World War II Battle of
Alsace, at Colmar, France.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER]
and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCarTHY] are absent on official busi-
ness.

If present and voting the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Bricker], the Senator from

Vermont [Mr. Franpersl, the Senator -

from Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTHY], and
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. POTTER]
would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 3,
nays 83, as follows:

YEAS—3
Langer Lehman Morse
NAYS—83
Alken Fulbright Millikin
Allott George Monroney
Anderson Goldwater Mundt
Barkley Gore Murray
Barrett Hayden Neuberger
Beall Hennings O'Mahoney
Bender Hickenlooper Pastore
Bennett Hil Payne
Bible Holland FPurtell
Bridges Hruskn Robertson
Bush Humphrey Russell
Butler Ives Saltonstall
Byrd Jackson Schoeppel
Capehart Jenner Scott
Carlson Johnston, 8. C. Smathers
Case, N. J. Kefauver Smith, Maine
Case, S. Dak Kerr Smith, N. J.
Clements Kllgore Sparkman
Cotton Knowland Stennis
Curtis Kuchel Symington
Danfiel Long Thurmond
Dirksen Magnuson Thye
Douglas Malone Watkins
Duff Mansfield Welker
Dworshak Martin, Jowa Wiley
Eastland Martin, Pa. Williams
Ellender McClellan Young
Ervin McNamara
NOT VOTING—10
Bricker Green Neely
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Potter
Flanders Eennedy
Frear McCarthy
So Mr. LANGER'S amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, I
offer an amendment, in the nature of a
substitute, and ask that it be stated.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. If is proposed
to strike out the preamble and all that
follows and in lieu thereof to insert the
following:

‘Whereas the primary purpose of the United
States in its relations with all other nations
is to develop and sustain a just and endur-
ing peace, and, in conformity with that pur-
pose, has undertaken as a member of the
United Nations to be ready to settle its inter-
national disputes by peaceful means in such
a manner that international peace and secu-
rity and justice are not endangered; and

Whereas the Treaty of Peace between the
Allied Powers and Japan, signed September
8, 1951, under which Japan renounced all
right, title, and claim to Formosa and the
Pescadores, did not specify the ultimate dis-
position of such islands; and

Whereas the United States has recognized
and assumed a responsibility for the peace
and security of Formosa and the Pescadores
pending definitive settlement of their future
status, and pending such settlement has rec-
ognized the jurisdiction of the Republic of
China over these islands; and

Whereas in China or certain areas thereof

there is armed conflict between the Republic

of China and the Chinese Communists, and
the Chinese Communists are threatening to
extend that conflict and endanger interna-
tional peace by -armed attacks on Formosa
and the Pescadores; and

Whereas the gituation is one appropriate
for action by the United Nations for the
purpose of ending the present hostilities off
the coast of China and their threatened ex-
tension in the Formosan Straits which clearly
endanger international peace and threaten
seriously to dislocate the existing, if un-
stable, balance of moral, economie, political,
and military power upon which the peace of
the Pacific depends; and

Whereas the United States would welcome
intervention by the United Nations to bring
about a cessation of hostilities off the coast
of China and in the Formosan Straits, and
it is in the interest of the United States and
of, world peace to facilitate efforts toward
peaceful settlement, including a definitive
settlement of the future status of Formosa
and the Pescadores in accordance with the
principles of the United Nations Charter;
and

Whereas pending action by the United Na-
tions the United States has a responsibility
to protect and defend the peace and security
of Formosa and the Pescadores from armed
attack, since the peace and security of these
islands are essential to the peace and secu-
rity of the United States and other nations
with wvital interests in the west Pacific:
Therefore be it < :

Resolved, ete., That it is the sense of the
Congress—in light of the above-described
situation and so long as it continues, pend-
ing effective action by the United Nations to
maintain peace and security in the For-
mosan Straits and the waters surrounding
Formosa and the Pescadores—the President
has authority to employ the Armed Forces
of the United States if and as he deems
necessary for the specific purpose of defend-
ing and protecting Formosa and the Pesca-
dores from armed attack. Such authority
would include the taking of such other meas-
ures consistent with international law and
our obligations under the United Nations
Charter as he judges necessary or appropri-
ate militarily in the defense of Formosa and
the Pescadores.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amendment.
The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, on
last Wednesday I submitted this amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, which
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is cosponsored by the Senator from New
York [Mr. LeaMan] and the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel. I explained
it in some detail on the floor. I should
like to speak again briefly, and in doing
so I want to make clear that I am not
wedded to the words of my substitute. I
am simply trying to incorporate certain
principles into whatever resolution we
eventually pass here in the Senate. I
have done that to the best of my ability.
If anyone can improve on them, I will
gladly adopt their words.

These principles, all of which are pres-
ent in my substitute, are:

First. That we separate Formosa and
the Pescadores from the offshore islands,
an end which we are told the President
had in mind, but which his resolution,
by the time it had gone through depart-
mental conferences and changes, cer=
tainly does not accomplish.

Second. That we clearly state the le-
gal and moral justification for our act,
which is the treaty of peace between the
Allied Powers and Japan, signed Sep-
tember 8, 1951, under which Japan re-
nounced all right, title, and claim to For-
mosa and the Pescadores, but did not
specify the ultimate disposition of these
islands. The United States, therefore,
whose arms liberated these islands from
Japan, bears some responsibility to pro-
tect them until that ultimate disposition
is arrived at. This, I believe, will show
our true purpose to the world, and par-
ticularly to the peoples of the Far East.

Third. The clear statement that we
welcome U. N. intervention and respect
our obligations under the charter—
something that the present resolution
does not do.

Mr. President, let us not be met with
the argument that this limits the Presi-
dent’s authority. It does not. The
President has the authority, under the
Constitution, to take whatever action is
necessary, from a military standpoint,
to defend Formosa and the Pescadores.
Under the resolution, he may defend
the offshore islands, if he desires to do
s0.

Mr. President, I invite the Members
of the Senate to look at the substitute
resolution and to read the last two para-
graphs before the resolving clause,
which are as follows:

Whereas the United States would welcome
intervention by the United Nations to bring
about a cessation of hostilities off the coast
of China and in the Formosan Straits, and
it is in the interest of the United States and
of world peace to facilitate efforts toward
peaceful settlement including a definitive
settlement of the future status of Formosa
and the Pescadores in accordance with the
principles of the United Nations Charter;
and

Whereas pending action by the United Na-
tions the United States has a responsibility
to protect and defend the peace and security
of Formosa and the Pescadores from armed
attack since the peace and security of these
islands are essential to the peace and se-
curity of the United States and other na-
tions with vital interests in the West
Pacific—

And so forth.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
wonder if the Senator from Tennessee
will yield, in order that I may request
the yeas and nays on the Senator's
amendment.
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Mr. KEFAUVER. I should be happy
to yield for that purpose.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the
opinion of the Chair, there is a sufficient
second. The yeas and nays are ordered.

Mr, KEFAUVER. M. President, I in-
vite the attention of the Senate to the
wording of the resolving clause of the
proposed substitute resolution:

Resolved, ete., That it is the sense of the
Congress—in light of the above-described
situation and so long as it continues, pend-
ing effective action by the United Nations
to maintain peace and security in the For-
mosan Straits and the waters surrounding
Formosa and the Pescadores—the President
has authority to employ the Armed Forces of
the United States if and as he deems neces-
sary for the specific purpose of defending
and protecting Formosa and the Pescadores
from armed attack. Such authority would
include the taking of such other measures
consistent with international law and our
obligations under the United Nations Char-
ter as he judges necessary or appropriate
militarily in the defense of Formosa and the
Pescadores.

There is some feeling that the Presi-
dent has the authority to protect the
vital interests of the United States with-
out coming to Congress and asking its
permission to do so. I would not want
this to serve as a precedent at some fu-
ture time when a President might be
confronted with an emergency in con-
nection with the defense of some vital
jsland, such as Formosa or one of the
Hawaiian Islands. So, Mr. President,
my amendment is worded to express the
sense of the Congress that the President
has authority to do certain things.

Of course, it was not necessary for the
President to ask authority of the Con-
gress, or even for an expression of the
sense of the Congress, in connection with
this matter. But inasmuch as there was
no immediate emergency, I am glad the
President has done so in this instance.
When there is time for the securing of
the sense of the Congress on a matter of
this kind, it is a wholesome attitude and
procedure for the Chief Executive to take
the course followed in the present in-
stance, but I would not want the passage
of the resolution which we are consid-
ering, House Joint Resolution 159, to
constitute a precedent that it must be
done in every case.

I feel, Mr. President, that under the
circumstances the consideration of the
resolution has been beneficial to our
Nation and to those who are interested
with us in the cause of peace in the world.
It has given us an opportunity to debate
the question, to acquaint the people of
our Nation with the situation.

I am convinced that the great concern
shown by the Members of the Foreign
Relations Committee and or the Armed
Services Committee, in the 2 or 3 days
of executive hearings, over the desire not
to get this Nation into war by some un-
happy accident, over the desire not to
let some action on the coastal islands in-
volve us in conflict which might last for
many, many years, has done much to
temper the attitude of some of our mili-
tary people. I think it has had a level-
ing influence. If the resolution has not
done anything more than to inspire the
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President to issue to the Nation the state-
ment that he and he alone would be
responsible for any decision to start any
actual shooting in the part of the world
where the trouble is, I think it has proved
to be very beneficial.

What many of us have feared is that
some subordinate officer or some line
officer, under the influence, perhaps, of
Chiang Kai-shek, might get the Ameri-
can Nation into a war over the coastal
islands.

Mr. President, I do not believe the
American people want to go to war in
defense of the coastal islands or to try
to pull Chiang Kai-shek’s chestnuts out
of the fire.

Since the resolution is before the Sen-
ate, I know of no test in connection with
it except that every Senator vote his own
conviction as to what he thinks should
be done. That, I am sure, every Senator
will do.

We literally stand at the crossroads.
If we turn one way we will strengthen
the possibilities of peace. If we turn the
other, we may seriously endanger the
hopes of peace and precipitate our coun-
try into war with unforeseeably grave
consequences and without allies.

I think that we can and should take
the way that enhances the hopes of
peace. It is the way not only to unite
our country but to unite the free world.

The great difficulty and dilemma we
face is that the President asks us to unite
on the peace way, and I am sure he
means that, but he allows his advisers
to incorporate into his message and into
the resolution language which plainly
suggests that Congress should take the
way which may lead to war.

Let us at least pause and consider what
way we do wish to go. There is a fatal
ambiguity in the President’s message and
resolution. We in the Congress have
grave responsibility to the American peo-
ple. We cannot escape by following
blindly the President’s ambiguity.

Make no mistake about it. We are
united in favor of a United Nations call
for a cease-fire and a cessation of armed
hostilities in the Straits of Formosa. I
think most of us here would go further
than the President. We would not only
welcome United Nations intervention but
we would exert our influence as a mem-
ber of the U. N. to the uttermost to secure
a cease-fire.

Pending U. N. action we are also united
in recognizing our responsibility to de-
fend Formosa and the Pescadores from
armed attack.:. We freed these islands
from Japanese rule. In the Japanese
Treaty, Japan renounced all her rights
to them, but their ultimate disposition
and future status was left undetermined.
And until there is a treaty fixing their
future status, we have a responsibility
to defend them from armed attack.

As long as and insofar as our resolu-
tion makes clear our position in favor of
a U. N. cease-fire and in favor of the de-
fense of Formosa and the Pescadores, it
is a move toward peace and a move to-
ward unity with our allies.

But the proposed resolution and the
President’s message go far beyond these
two essential points; and insofar as they
do, they may turn us back from the road
to peace, and I fear may turn us up the
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road to war. Indeed the resolution itself
is even singularly silent on our attitude
toward a United Nations cease fire.

The President’s message, and the reso-
Jution read in light of the message, un-
fortunately indicate that we will regard
any attempt on the part of the Red Chi-
nese to capture islands like Quemoy and
Matsu only a few miles off their port
cities as in aid and the preparation for
an attack on Formosa. The message
even suggests that we might take appro-
priate military action against concen-
tration or employment of Communist
forces on the mainland should our mili-
tary conclude that the concentrations
were “obviously undertaken to facilitate
attack upon the mainland’ and it is obvi-
ous that concentration of the 7th Fleet
about Formosa would obviously facili-
tate attack by us on the mainland in
case of need.

If the joint resolution we are consid-
ering were entirely forthright, it would
read something like this, because this ls
actually what it means:

That the President of the United States
be and he hereby is authorized to employ
the Armed Forces of the United States as
he deems necessary for the specific purpose
of securing and protecting Formosa, the
Pescadores, Matsu, and Quemoy, and all the
little islands, the names of which most of
our American citizens have never heard,
against armed attack,

If the resolution had been worded in
such a way, that would be actually what
it meant. There would be no question
that the Armed Forces of the United
States would be used, under the author-
ity of the joint resolution, for the purpose

- of protecting Quemoy, Matsu, and the

other little islands just a few miles off
the coast of China. Then there would
really be tremendous concern about the
authority which we purport to give to
the President.

Mr. MORSE. - Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. EEFAUVER. I am glad to yield
to the distinguished Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Tennessee agree that the debate shows
that the spokesmen for the administra-
tion have definitely stated that the is-
lands of Quemoy, Matsu, and the other
islands within 8 or 10 miles of the main~
land of China, islands now occupied by
the Nationalist Chinese forces, are going
to be defended?

Mr. KEFAUVER. The language of
the resolution means the same as if those
islands had been specifically named
along with Formosa and the Pescadores.

When the people of this Nation under-
stand that, they will be tremendously
alarmed about the possibility of our
country becoming involved in a war in
that part of the world over some islands
which the President of the United States
said, not so long ago, were not tremen-
dously important in connection with the
defense of Formosa.

The people of the United States are
going to be tremendously alarmed, when
the truth is made know to them, that
Congress, by this resolution, was author-
izing the President to use the Armed
Forces for the defense of little islands
over which we have never had any claim,
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and as to which there is no legal status,
islands which were not ceded by Japan,
and which have always been part of the
Chinese mainland.

The people of the United States do not
want to go to war over some unnamed
little coastal island of the Chinese main-
land, an island about which they have
never heard and do not care anything
about.

This clause of the resolution is not
forthright:

This authority to include the securing and

protection of such related positions and ter-
ritories of that area now in friendly hands.

It means the same as if the islands of
Quemoy and Matsu and all the other
little islands, had been included along
with Formosa and the Pescadores.

We cannot sustain our position in
world opinion, and we shall not have any
allies, if we get into a world war over
what might happen to one of those little
islands.

Furthermore, how can the TUnited
States defend one of those little islands
without engaging in shooting? Just how
can that be done? I havé read some
military discussions of this question. I
read such an article by a distinguished
writer, which was published in the St.
Louis Post-Dispatch a short time ago.
How can a little coastal island, like Que-~
moy, be defended without taking some
of the coast itself? Experts have said
that it cannot be done so long as guns
are placed on the mainland and are
shooting at the island. The only thing
that can be done is to take some of the
coastline itself.

Mr. President, picture our situation
with respect to these liftle islands. Sup-
pose the Communists on the mainland
began to shoot at forces of Chiang Kai-
shek; or suppose the forces of Chiang
Kai-shek began to shoot at the Commu-
nists first. Then suppose we went in
and undertook to give Chiang’s troops
naval and air support and cover, even
though we did not put any of our own
troops on the island. I do not see how
it would be possible for our ships and
planes not to be hit and our men not to
be killed and wounded. If that should
happen, we would be engaged in world
war III for certain. The grass would
burn rapidly then. Things would move
rapidly from one juncture to another,
and we would quickly be engaged in a
war over some little island in which we
had no particular interest, which did not
belong to us, which was not mandated
to us, and in which we never had any
trusteeship.

We would be in a particularly precari-
ous situation on those little islands, con-
sidering the diverse interests of the
United States and of Chiang Kai-shek.

Our interest is, and I hope it always
will be, to stabilize that part of the world
and to have peace. But that is not
Chiang Kai-shek’s interest. Chiang
Kai-shek’s interest is to get air cover in
that area, so that he will be able to move
his troops onto the mainland and to en-
gage in a reinvasion of Communist
China. He has said that all along, so
there cannot be any question about his
intention. He has been forthright.

I can imagine what would probably be
the first thing to happen if we should
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place air cover over Chiang's troops on
Quemoy, and the Red planes were driven
back. If Chiang should go onto the
mainland, and we could not stop him
from going, then there would be nothing
else to do but to give him air cover when
he reached the mainland.

I have in my hand a copy of the New
York Times of January 1, 1955, in which
various world leaders were expressing
their opinion about what the new year
held in store. The following statement
was special to the New York Times from
Taipei, Formosa:

A full-scale war between the Chinese Na-
tionalists and Communists may break out
at “any time,” Generalissimo Chiang Kai-
shek, President of Nationalist China, said
today in a New Year's message.

He declared that Communist attacks
against the Nationalist island outposts of
Quemoy and the Tachens in the last 3
months were overtures to the battle for the
Strait of Formosa.

This statement in a New Year message was
regarded as significant, since Generalissimo
Chiang earlier had contended, as he did again
today, that Communist invasion of Formosa
would be the beginning of the destruction
of the Communist regime on the Chinese
mainland.

He also warned the world that “1955 will
witness the further deterioration of interna-
tional relations.,” He did not elaborate this
statement.

No, Mr. President, we are there with
someone who has a different motive from
the one we have. We are there furnish-
ing airpower and naval support for a
man whose purpose is to get back on the
mainland of China, and who knows that
the only way the Chinese mainland can
be successfully invaded is with our sup-
port. Our military leaders have said so.
Naturally, he may be expected to try to
get us into a war by whatever means he
can. I think we are taking a course
which may lead to the grave danger of
war, and it is an unnecessary course.

‘We are on clear ground when we talk
about Formosa and the Pescadores, and
the American people think that that is
all that is embodied in the resolution.
I do not know why the administration
did not put the names of the islands in
the resolution, and let the American peo-
ple know which ones we were going to
defend. Why did not the administra-
tion put in the names of the islands, so
the American people could know for the
defense of what islands we were grant-
ing authority for the use of naval, air,
and Army troops, if necessary, in defense
of the little islands off the coast of
China?

I wish to say frankly that the Presi-
dent’s statement helps us a great deal.
It at least alleviates the fear that a line
officer might decide that a certain mili-
tary concentration on the mainland of
China should be bombed. But, Mr.
President, that area is many miles away
in the Pacific, and the President is in this
country. After all, we must consider
the language in the resolution as it is
before the Senate.

I do not know what action the Presi-
dent would take under the proposed reso-
lution, but it clearly authorizes action
which the free world outside the United
States may not regard as defensive, and
authorizes action which is more likely
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to precipitate than deter war with Red
China.

Mr. President, one of the great diffi-
culties about this matter is that if we
get into war over one of those little
islands, which is where war would come
if it should come—and I hope it will
not—what is going to be our situation as
far as having allies is concerned? .Do
we want to assume responsibility for get-
ting into a war with Red China which
will last for years and years, as a result
of which war, even if our forces won, we
would have a worse situation than existed
before?

Other nations have an interest in pro-
tecting Formosa. Other nations are ob-
ligated, on high legal and moral princi-
ples, in joining with us, as they joined
with us when we were in a war against
Japan. But have we seen one ally that
has stated it would join with us in a war
against Red China if it happened as a
result of protecting one of these little
islands? I have not seen such a state-
ment, and we should have powerful
friends in the world. The statement
I have seen nearest to that—and this
has been spoken of many times—is a
statement attributed to Anthony Eden,
which was published in the Washington
Star of January 26, 1954.

I wish to pay high tribute to the in-
increasing wholesome influence of that
leader of our great and powerful ally,
Great Britain, in the interest of world
security. It was Anthony Eden who had
a large part in salvaging the nine-power
agreement, which may be greatly worth=
while, from the defeat by the French
Chamber of Deputies of the European
Defense Community. Mr. Eden is a man
of wisdom, vision, and friendship for this
country, and I have great confidence in
him. But, Mr. President, Mr. Eden, in
defending the pending proposal before
the House of Commons, tried to make it
clear that, in his opinion, there was not
involved the defense of the little offshore
islands. I have in my hand a copy of
the Washington Evening Star of Janu-
ary 26, 1954, from which I read the fol-
lowing:

Referring to President Eisenhower’s re-
quest to Congress to authorize him to use
United States Armed Forces to defend For-
mosa, the Pescadores, and related local-
ities, Mr, Eden said:

“The British Government is convinced
that the object of the United States admin-
istration has also been to reduce the risks
of any extension of the fighting.”

Mr, Eden said that President Eisenhower,
in his message to Congress, “has been care-
ful to say that he is not suggesting that
the United States should enlarge its defen-
sive obligations beyond Formosa and the
Pescadores as prov!ded by the mutual de-
fense treaty with (Chinese Nationalist)
Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek.

In other words, Mr. Eden apparently
is under the impression that we are not
going to defend those little coastal is-
lands, and that such a defense is not
contemplated by the resolution. He has
not had a chance to read the resolution.
Some of us think such defense may be
involved in the resolution. Mr. Eden
thinks the resolution contains the same
language as that contained in the pro-
posed treaty of mutual assistance be-
tween Chiang Kai-shek and the United
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States, which is now before the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations. But the lan-
guage is not the same. That mutual
assistance pact merely mentions For-
mosa and the Pescadores. It does not
contain the language, “and such other
jslands as are now in friendly hands.”
It is my opinion that if we should get
into conflict as a result of trying to
defend those coastal islands—and,
frankly, I do not see how we could avoid
it—we would be very lucky if we found
we had any friends or allies who wished
to ficht with us. We need not, in an
attempt to save our honor, take that
position. We have a legal and an hon-
orable status with regard to Formosa
and the Pescadores. We have world
opinion with us as far as those islands
are concerned; but, Mr. President, we
do not, under the terms of the pending
resolution.

Mr. President, I do not know that any
resolution is necessary to reaffirm our
intention to defend Formosa and the
Pescadores. I certainly would not object
to the resolution if that is all it proposed
to do. I would be strongly for it, as I
have said. I had hoped that, in the in-
terest of real national unity, without
any equivocation or reservations what-
soever, the resolution could be limited to
Formosa and the Pescadores; but I do
have grave doubts and reservations about
a resolution which might carry us beyond
what is necessary for the defense of
Formosa.

I am opposed to becoming involved in
the Chinese civil war. I think our policy
should be to divorce and isolate Formosa
from the Chinese civil war, and I do not
see how we can do that if we tie the
defense of Formosa with the defense of
Quemoy and Matsu.

I know it may be argued that if we do
not undertake to defend the coastal
islands, we might be letting Chiang Kai-
shek down. Mr. President, I am inter-
ested in the welfare of this Nation. I
do not think, over the course of years,
Chiang Kai-shek has been too reliable.
I do not wish to disparage Chiang Kai-
shek, but I submit that it would be even
to his advantage if the United States were
to defend Formosa and the Pescadores,
without getting involved in the other
islands.

Frankly, I would rather have Chiang
Kai-shek, even with all his shortcomings,
in control on the mainland, than to have
it controlled by the Godless Communists,
whom we know will always cause us
difficulty, and with whom we know we
shall never be able to get along. But,
Mr. President, I am unwilling to under-
write with American men, might, and
military strength an undertaking to get
Chiang Kai-shek back onto the mainland
of China. It is reported in the press that
the message and resolution include the
offshore islands only for trading pur-
poses, or perhaps only to keep the Reds
guessing. But we have no assurance of
that, and the very purpose of the resolu-
tion fails if it is unclear and murky.
The administration may desire to keep
the Reds guessing, but it also compels us
to guess whether we are standing for
peace or war.

Mr. President, it seems to me that in
connection with the joint resolution as
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it now stands, since it has been sent to
us, we have to consider what its language
means. Direct language is before us for
our consideration. We should not have
to rely for an interpretation of the lan-
guage on some press reports or upon an
interpretation made by the President—
either by the present President of the
United States or by future Presidents.
Our action should be controlled by a
consideration of whether the language
of the joint resolution will be good for
the Nation or whether it will result in
getting the Nation into an unjustified
war,

An unusually well-informed corre-
spondent, Mr. Stewart Alsop, told us in
Wednesday's press that there is a defi-
nite decision, in accordance with Admiral
Radford’'s recommendation, to defend
Quemoy and Matsu and, in so doing, to
bomb the mainland of China. As a re-
sult of the press conference given by
Chiang Kai-shek on January 1, he was
reported as saying he thought there
would be a war there in a very short time,
and the press dispatch went on to say
that he made that statement immedi-
ately following a long conference with
Admiral Radford. Certainly that does
not look too good to me; that does not
look as if there was any deterring effect
upon Chiang Kai-shek as a result of his
conversation or conference with Admiral
Radford.

Let us make no mistake about it, Mr.
President: The bombing of the Chinese
mainland would mean all-out war with
Red China, with the probable interven-
tion of Russia, because of Russia’s obli-
gation under the Sino-Russian treaty.
If war comes in that way, we shall have
to fight it without assurance of any sub-
stantial help from our friends and allies
in the free world.

Mr. President, if we are going to have
to fight the Communists, I cannot
imagine a worse place for us to do so
than in a fight over these little coastal
islands. We have already had the ex-
perience of fighting the Communists in
a place which was most disadvantageous
to us. I would imagine, Mr. President,
that it would please very highly the Com-
raunists of Soviet Russia to have our
military power be bogged down in a
fight with Red China in that part of the
world, over a little island as to which our
legal and moral position is not too clear.

How about Europe? Are our forces
in Europe going to be weakened, so as
to make it easier for Red Russia to in-
vade there, if she decides she wishes to
do so? If we wish to maintain the
balance of power we now have in West-
ern Europe or the position of power we
now have there, that would mean a very
drastic enlargement of our armed serv-
ices, because in that event we would have
to deploy a great many men in the area
of the world to which the joint resolu-
tion relates, if we were to get into a war
there. 7

Mr. President, it is not surprising that
in yesterday’s press there were also in-
dications that our stand in regard to the
offshore islands is delaying and frus-
trating the efforts of our friends and
allies in the United Nations fo obtain a
cease-fire agreement. A firm declaration
of our intent to defend Formosa and the
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Pescadores will at least deter or at least
long defer a war. At least it would have
the effect of preventing a war for a long
time. But I am afraid that a declara-
tion of our intent to defend the offshore
islands would not be likely to deter or
prevent a war. On the contrary, I fear
it would precipitate a war.

A strong, militant Red China is not
likely to tolerate having these small is-
lands in the immediate front of Red
China’s port cities remain in unfriendly
hands, if Red China can help it. Chiang
Kai-shek still claims the mainland, and
Mao Tse-tung claims these coastal is-
lands, which always have belonged to
the Chinese mainland. These islands
are not much further from those Chinese
ports than Staten Island is from the
port of New York. God grant that if the
joint resolution in its present form is
passed and becomes law, we may still
avoid war. I doubt whether the action
it authorizes even squares with our obli-
gations under the United Nations Char-
ter. I agree with the President that “its
purpose is peace.” But, Mr. President,
I am afraid that the joint resolution, in
its present form, may, if enacted into
law, bring us nearer to war and farther
away from our friends and allies in the
free world.

Mr. President, today we are talking
about a display of unity in connection
with the joint resolution. I wish to
have us united both at home and with
our friends in the rest of the world. But
I am afraid that we may be sowing the
seeds of disunity.

If we wish to have absolute unity in
this matter in the United States, we can
have it, I think, to the extent of 99.9
percent, by limiting our defense to what
is necessary for the defense of Formosa
and the Pescadores. However, the joint
resolution includes authority to defend
these other islands. I know, Mr, Presi-
dent, that many Senators have said—
and many of them have told me—"Well,
the joint resolution is here; and if all
Senators did not like it, what would
happen?”

If all Members of the Senate felt about
the joint resolution as I and a number
of other Senators do, we would have be-
fore us a joint resolution behind which
we could have absolute unity.

Besides, Mr. President, all Senators
must follow the dictates of their con-
science.

Of course, the joint resolution is here.
But we did not ask that it be sent here.
I know of nothing to do in this case ex-
cept what each Senator thinks is right
under the circumstances.

Mr. President, I should like to call at-
tention again to the address made the
day before yesterday by Mr. Anthony
Eden, when he spoke in defense of the
President. As I have said before,
Anthony Eden stated, in defense of the
President, that the policy of the United
States is to defend Formosa and the
Pescadores. However, I do not know
what would have happened on that oc-
casion if the actual wording “to include
the securing and protection of such re-
lated positions and territories of that
area now in friendly hands” had been
before the House of Commons at that
time. The policy Mr. Eden stated on
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the floor of the House of Commons—the
policy with respect to Formosa and the
Pescadores—I wish to see clearly stated
here. It isa policy for which we can ob-
tain firm and united support at home
and abroad. For that policy there is a
legal, moral, and military basis. My
concern is that in the joint resolution
Congress appears to be expressing a dif-
ferent policy.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and
ask for a vote on my amendment.

During the delivery of Mr. KEFAUVER'S
speech,

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield to me?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I wish to ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
body of the RECORD, immediately fol-
lowing the speech of the Senator from
Tennessee, what I consider a very sig-
nificant speech, which was made by the
Honorable L. B. Pearson, Canadian Sec-
retary of State for External Affairs, in
the Canadian House of Commons, on
January 25, 1955, in which he discussed
in a very able manner the message of
the President of the United States, and
with particular reference to the matter
of a United Nations cease-fire, which the
Senator from Tennessee has so ably dis-
cussed. I think Mr. Pearson's speech is
one which should be available in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, not only for the
reading of Senators, but also for the
reading of the public at large.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Oregon?

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

{Following is text of statement on Formosa
and the coastal islands made in the House
of Commons on January 25, 19556, by Hon.
L. B. Pearson, Canadian Secretary of State
for External Affairs:)

The President of the United States yes-
terday sent to Congress an important mes-
sage dealing with the situation in the For-
mosa Strait. The President’s proposals in
this message are, of course, a matter of
United States policy. The United States has
particular commitments of its own in this
area. These, and the effect of the President's
message on them, will now be under consid-
eration by Congress and it would not, of
course, be appropriate for me or for any
member of this Government to comment on
this aspect of the matter.

Although we are not involved In United
States commitments in this area we are, of
course, gravely concerned at the dangerous
situation existing there and we are, with
other free governments, anxious that steps
should be taken to bring to an end fighting
which has now been taking place for some
time along the China coast.

In this message the President of the United
States has referred to the possibility of action
by the United Nations to bring about a cease-
fire. The United Nations has, in Indonesia,
Palestine, and in other parts of the world,
been successful in bringing to an end fight-
ing which might have had dangerous conse-
quences, and if it could achieve similar re-
sults in this case it would be a cause, I am
sure, for great satisfaction.

If the question is raised in the United Na-
tions, and there are reports that it may be
raised, this would presumably take place in
the Security Council of which Canada is not
at present a member. However, we are being
kept informed of developments in regard to
such a reference and are watching them
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with great interest and some concern. In-
cidentally, an essential party to any cease-
fire of this kind would be the Communist
government of China which, though a non-
member of the United Nations, would have
to be invited I assume to participate in the
Security Council deliberations if they were
to have any chance of success. Whether, of
course, this particular government would
accept such an invitation is another matter.

While it is not proper for me to comment
on American policy on this matter which is
now being considered by Congress, I think I
can say that any move or proposal within
the United Nations or through diplomatic
channels which could serve to achieve the
purpose as stated in the President’s message
“to improve the prospects of peace in the
area” will be warmly welcomed by the Par-
liament and people of this country.

Before the Korean armistice, I expressed
on more than one occasion in the House the
view of the Government that Formosa
should be neutralized as far as possible while
hostilities continued in Korea. We thought
then, and we think now that the final dispo-
sition of Formosa should be a subject to be
discussed at a conference on Far Eastern
problems which at that time we thought
might be held after the cessation of fighting
in Korea. This was the view adopted by the
Political Committee of the United Nations
General Assembly on January 13, 1951. De-
spite the developments since then, it remains
the view of the Government that the final
disposition of Formosa should be dealt with
by international negotiation if you like, at
a conference on Far Eastern problems if one
could be held. In any decision regarding the
future of Formosa the wishes of the people
there, which are often forgotten, would nat-
urally be a primary consideration. Pending
such a decision I think that a strong case
can be made for the neutralization of
Formosa both in order to prevent any as-
sault upon it by Communist forces and also
80 that it will not be used as a base for in-
vasion of the mainland.

In this area of tension and danger a dis-
tinetion, I think, can validly be made be-
tween the position of Formosa and the Pes-
cadores and the islands off the China coast
now in Nationalist hands. The latter are
indisputably part of the territory of China;
the former, Formosa and the Pescadores,
which were Japanese colonies for 50 years
prior to 1945 and had had a checkered history
before that, are not. I suggest therefore
that the considerations which recommend
the neutralization of Formosa and the Pes-
cadores do not apply to the coastal islands so
close to the mainland but about 100 miles or
s0 away from Formosa. Therefore, I welcome
that part of the President’s message which
looks to the redeployment of the National-
ist forces. “Some of these forces,' the Presi-
dent's message states, ‘“are scattered
throughout smaller offshore islands as a re-
sult of historical rather than military rea-
sons directly related to defending Formosa.”

My understanding of the basis of a truce or
cease-fire is that neither the Nationalists,
the government of China which we recog-
nize, nor the Communists need be asked to
give up their claims on the territory now
held by the other side. What they would
be asked to give up, of course, is the use of
military means to achieve their aspirations.
In other words, negotiations for a cease-
fire need not involve any question of the
final disposition of the territory in dispute,
for in our view this is a suitable matter
for international negotiation at a later date
through the United Nations or otherwise.

I am sure that this House will particularly
welcome the closing paragraph of the Presi-
dent’s message which is as follows:

“Our purpose is peace. That cause will
be served if, with your help, we demonstrate
our unity and our determination. In all
that we do we shall remain faithful to our
obligations as a member of the United Na-
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tions to be ready to settle our international
disputes by peaceful means in such a man=
ner that international peace and security,
and justice, are not endangered.”

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Oregon, and I
know the speech to which he has re-
ferred is a very able one by a great
Canadian statesman, and will be of in-
terest to the American people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER].

Mr. CLEMENTS. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. 1Is the pending
question the amendment offered by the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr., KEFAUVER]
numbered “1-26-55-E"?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER]. On this ques-
tion the yeas and nays have been
ordered.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I hope this amend-
ment will be rejected. It is a complete
substitute for the joint resolution which
has already passed the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr, CHAVEZ],
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAr],
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FoL-
BRIGHT], and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NEELY] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JoEN=-
son] and the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] are absent by leave
of the Senate because of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Sen=-
ator from Delaware [Mr. Frearl, the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr, FULBRIGHT],
the Senator from Texas [Mr. JorNsoN],
and the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
NeeLy] if present would vote “nay.”

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers] is necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. PorTER] is absent on offi-
cial business as a member of the Ameri-
can delegation attending the 10th anni-
versary of the World War II Battle of
Alsace, at Colmar, France.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER]
and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr,
McCarTHY] are absent on official busi-
ness.

If present and voting the Senator from
Ohio [Mr, Brickir], the Senator from
Vermont, [Mr. FranpErsl, the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTHY], and
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the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Por-
TER] would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 11,
nays 75, as follows:

YEAS—11
Gore Kllgore McNamara
Humphrey Lehman Morse
Jackson Long Neuberger
Kefauver Magnuson
NAYS—T5
Alken Eastland Monroney
Allott Ellender Mundt
Anderson Ervin Murray
Barkley George O'Mahoney
Barrett Goldwater Pastore
Beall Green - Payne
Bender Hayden Purtell
Bennett Hennings Robertson
Bible Hickenlooper Russell
Bridges Hil Saltonstall
Bush Holland Schoeppel
Butler Hruska Scott
Byrd Ives Smathers
Capehart Jenner Smith, Maine
Carlson Johnston, 8. C, Smith, N. J.
Case, N. J. Eerr Sparkman
Case, S, Dak. Enowland Stennis
Clements Kuchel Symington
Cotton Langer Thurmond
Curtis Malone Thye
Daniel Mansfield Watkins
Dirksen Martin, Iowa Welker
Douglas Martin, Pa. Wiley
Duff McClellan Williams
Dworshak Millikin Young
NOT VOTING—10
Bricker Fulbright Neely
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Potter
Flanders Kennedy
Frear McCarthy
So Mr. KEFAUVER'S amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will state the amendment.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2,line 7, it
is proposed to insert a period after the
word “attack™ and strike the remainder
of the sentence down through line 11.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield to me
sr that I may request the yeas and nays?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield for that pur-
pose.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas nad nays on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from New
York,

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I shall
riot speak at great length on the amend-
ment. The purpose of the amendment
has been discussed very ably on previous
occasions by the distinguished senior
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, by
the junior Senator from New York, and
Ly other Senators.

However, I believe the amendment is
one of the most important amendments
that has ever come hefore the Senate.
It is simple in its implications. Section
1 of the resolution now reads, in part:

Resolved, ete., That the President of the
United States be and he hereby is authorized
to empioy the Armed Forces of the Unlited
States as he deems necessary for the specific
purpose of securing and protecting Formosa
and the Pescadores against armed attack.

Up to that point I believe all Senators
are in full and affirmative agreement. I
have not heard a word uttered by any
Senator that he would not wholeheart-
edly support the protection and defense
of Formosa and the Pescadores. I have
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so expressed myself not once but many
times.

I believe wholeheartedly that on both
moral and strategic grounds the United
States should and must defend Formosa
and the Pescadores and prevent their
falling into the hands of the Com-
munists.

If section 1 of the pending resolution
ended as is now proposed by our amend-
ment, there would certainly be a unani-
mous vote in favor of its adoption. How-
ever, the section continues:

This authority to include the securing and
protection of such related positions and ter-
ritories of that area now in friendly hands
and the taking of such other measures
as he—

The President—

Judges to be required or appropriate in as-
suring the defense of Formosa and the
Pescadores.

Of course, it is widely recognized—and
I believe it is recognized without dissent
so far as Congress is concerned—that the
President has other broad powers which
enable him to carry out the duties im-
posed upon him under the Constitution,
Those powers stem from the Constitu-
tion. They are given to him without re-
serve. They are recognized as necessary
for the conduct of the defense of our
Nation. Those powers have been as-
serted many times by Presidents of the
United States. It was under that con-
stitutional authority that President Tru-
man sent the 7th Fleet to Formosa.

The fleet was continued there under
definite orders of President Eisenhower.
No one, of course, can criticize a Presi-
dent for carrying out the responsibili-
ties which repose in his office. This reso-
lution does not limit the constitutional
authority of the President, but rather
it gives the President further powers, un-
limited in scope, unspecified in character,
and without any restriction at all, As
I look at it, it seems to me that the pow-
ers we give him are not in any way
powers which he needs in order to defend
Formosa and the Pescadores, because
those powers already repose, under the
Constitution, in the President of the
United States. What we do is to say,
“Mr. President, you can do anything you
want to do, whether it be constitutional
or unconstitutional, because the Con-
gress of the United States has given you
that authority.”

There is no limit, so far as I can see,
to what the President of the United
States—and I need not assure Senators
that the President personally has my
great respect and confidence—can do
under the resolution. We are giving him
a predated blank check to do in the
Formosa Strait, or on the mainland, or
on the islands adjacent to China, any-
thing he thinks is advisable in his sole
authority.

Certainly, Mr. President, I do not be-
lieve the Congress of the United States
should limit the President in the per-
formance of the duties which he believes
to be necessary in the defense and secu-
rity of our Nation. But when he goes be-
yond his constitutional responsibilities,
he must do so on his own responsibility
and not be able to say, “Yes; I did this
even though it may not be constitutional,
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but I did it on authority given to me
by the Congress of the United States.”

Mr. President, I cannot conceive of
anything more dangerous than that
which is now proposed. We have con-
fidence in the President of the United
States who now occupies that high office.
We do not know what is going to happen
in the future. What we do here tonight
will be a precedent. We both limit the
constitutional authority of the Presi-
dent and, in the same breath, broaden
the powers of the President which are
not his under constitutional provision.

I believe, Mr. President, it is an ex-
tremely dangerous thing we are contem-
plating doing. I think it is very danger-
ous because I do not know what is going
to happen in the future under the unre-
stricted and unlimited power we now
propose to give to the President, not by
constitutional means, but merely by
action of the Congress. There is no
question whatsoever, as I have many
times said before, that we must and
should defend Formosa and the islands
immediately adjacent to it. But I do
not think we are ready to say to anyone,
either to the commander of our forces
in that area, or even to the President of
the United States, that we will allow him
or anyone else to embroil us in a great
war on the mainland of China which
may light the fires of the third world
war,

We have a perfectly sound position
in defending Formosa. Formosa has not
belonged to China for more than 50
years. During this time it was under the
jurisdiction of Japan. We took Formosa
from Japan at the end of the second
world war and it was placed under the
protection and jurisdiction of the United
States. In accepting that jurisdiction
we, of course, assumed a great responsi=-
bility which I believe we have carried
out to the full,

We have a good case there, Mr. Presi-
dent. Communist China cannot claim
that Formosa belongs to her. No other
country, even though it recognizes Com-
munist China, can claim that Formosa is
a possession of or a part of the mainland
of China. That is not true of Quemoy,
Matsu, and some of the other islands
which are now under discussion. They
have always, so far as I know, certainly
for centuries, belonged to China. They
have not been taken away from China.
The distinguished minority leader [(Mr.
Krvowranp] pointed out in a colloquy
with me yesterday that they belong to
China. But to which China? It makes
no difference for when we intervene in
a fight on the mainland or in a fight on
Quemoy or Matsu, or the Tachen Islands,
we are directly intervening in a civil war.

Mr. President, the Senate just voted on
a substitute amendment which called
for the intervention of the United Na-
tions in the hope that a cease-fire order
might be secured. The moment we get
away from our juridical right to protect
Formosa and the Pescadores—and it is
a strong juridical right—and we attempt
to interfere in some other spot, I believe
our action will inevitably be construed
by the Communist Chinese government
and by many of our allies as interven-
tion in a civil struggle within China, and
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I believe our chances of success in per-
suading the United Nations to intervene
and to work for a cease-fire order, for
which we all hope, will be greatly reduced
if not completely lost.

The President of the United States
does not need the completely unlimited,
unrestricted, and undefined powers
which we propose to give him under the
resolution. The Constitutional powers
which are lodged with the President to-
day are so great that he can take care of
any emergency which may arise. But,
instead of being willing to accept the
responsibilities of the office of the Presi-
dent, as every other President has done,
we are now asked blindly to give him
completely unlimited, completely unde-
fined, completely unspecified and com-
pletely unknown powers which can in-
volve us in difficulties the extent of
which and the seriousness of which can-
not possibly be foreseen or described.

Mr. President, I know perfectly well
that my colleague from Oregon and I are
not going to prevail in having the amend-
ment adopted. I believe with all my
heart that it should be adopted, so that
we may all vote unreservedly for the
affirmation of the principle which has
been held for more than 5 years, namely,
that the United States has a great re-
sponsibility to protect and safeguard
Formosa and the Pescadores, and to pre-
vent their falling into the hands of the
Communist Reds on the mainland.

I know that we who are sponsors of
the amendment are not going fo win;
but I believe we are, at least, doing the
right thing. We are offering the Presi-
dent all the power which he needs. We
are not cnly offering him that power,
but we are urging its acceptance. We are
urging the passage of an amended res-
olution for which every Member of the
Senate can vote wholeheartedly, in com-~
plete sincerity, and with deep conviction.

The pending resolution is not designed
to protect the rights of Congress. It is
not designed to protect even the rights of
the President of the United States. In
my opinion, if we pass this resolution, it
will be a declaration that Congress is
willing to abdicate its responsibilities
and to place them, unlimited, undefined,
unspecified, and unreservedly, in the
hands of the President of the United
States.

It makes no difference how greatly we
respect our President. I have respected
every President whom I have known, and
my recollection goes back a great many
years, to the days of President Garfield.
I would not give the unlimited powers
which are set forth in this resolution to
any President, be he Democrat or Re-
publican. I would not have given those
powers, if I had been in the Senate, to
Wilson, a Democrat, for whom I had the
greéatest respect; or to Franklin Roosevelt
or Truman, both Democrats, for both of
whom I had the greatest respect and
regard.

I am sorry the President has asked for
these wide powers. I, as one Senator, do
not think that we would be justified in
giving them to him. }

So, Mr. President, I very much hope,
contrary to my expectations, that my col-
leagues in the Senate will support and
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agree to the amendment which the junior
Senator from Oregon and I have offered.

Mr. LEHMAN subsequently said: Mr.
President, this morning I received a tele-
gram signed by four very distinguished
professors of the University of Chicago
faculty, namely, Walter Johnson, Charles
M. Hardin, Hans J. Morgenthau, and
Quincy Wright.

I ask unanimous consent that the tele-
gram may be printed at the end of my
remarks in connection with the amend-
ment which I offered this evening.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the RECOrD
as follows:

CHIcAco, Tun., January 27, 1955.
Senator HErRperT H. LEHMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Undersigned members of University of Chi-
cago faculty respectfully request your vote
against authorization to start preventive war
by extending defense of Formosa and Pesca-
dores to offshore islands.

WALTER JOHNSON.
CHARLES M. HARDIN.
Hans J. MORGENTHAU.
QuiNcy WRIGHT.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
hope the amendment will be rejected.
The fact of the matter is that the lan-
guage contained in the resolution is as
it was recommended by the President, by
the National Security Council, and by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff; as it was passed
by the House by the overwhelming vote
of 410 to 3; and as it was reported to
the Senate by the Committee on For-
eign Relations and the Committee on
Armed Services.

If at this time, after the bluster of
Mao Tse-tung and Chou En-lai regard-
ing this situation, the Senate were to
modify the resolution, in my judgment,
such an action would be considered a
backdown on the part of the Govern-
ment of the United States of America.
Furthermore, I think it would be inter-
preted throughout the Chinese Commu-
nist part of the world as being intended
as a “come-on” to take the coastal
islands. This would not be in our na-
tional interest, and certainly it would not
be in the interest of the adequate de-
fense of the island chain, of which For-
mosa and the Pescadores are an integral
part.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, are we to
understand that the Senate has under
discussion amendment “1-26-55—B,”
originally proposed by the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY ] ?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Connecticut is correct.

Mr. BUSH. I listened attentively to
the extended remarks of the Senator
from Minnesota this morning, and I have
listened carefully to the statement by
the Senator from New York, who also is
a sponsor of the amendment.

I say with all respect that it seems to
me they are objecting to something
which does not in any way increase the
authority given to the President, or in-
tended to be given to the President, by
the joint resolution, but only clarifies
the language which appears in the first
part of the resolution down through the
word “attack” on page 2, line 7, because
in line 5 are the words “as he deems
necessary.”
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After listening, off and on, to the debate
throughout the day, it seems to me that
the language “as he deems necessary”
cannot be broadened, and that the lan=
guage following the word “attack,” which
the amendment would strike out, is
merely clarifying, and only suggests that
if a defense shall be undertaken, the
United States will not have to fight with
its bare hands on the beaches of Formosa
or the Pescadores.

So I fail to understand why there is
objection to this language, because I sub-
mit, after listening to this argument all
day, that it seems quite clear that the
language does not amplify the powers
given to the President, but simply ex-
plains what the language in line 5 says
implicitly, namely, that the President
can do whatever is necessary to be done,
and only suggests that the other things
might possibly be necessary.

I join with my distinguished leader in
expressing the hope that the amendment
will be rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from New York [Mr.
LeamanN] for himself and the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl.

The yeas and nays having been or-
dered, the Secretary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CHAvEZ], the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. Frearl, and the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NEELY] are absent on offi-
cial business.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHN=
soN] and the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] are absent by leave
of the Senate because of illness.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHN-
soN] is paired with the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Kennepy]., If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Texas
would vote “nay"” and the Senator from
Massachusetts would vote “yea.”

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. CHavez], the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. Frear], and
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
NeeLy], if present, would vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers] is necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. PorTER] is absent on offi-
cial business as a member of the Amer-
ican delegation attending the 10th anni-
versary of the World War II Battle of
Alsace, at Colmar, France.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER]
and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCarTHY] are absent on official busi-
ness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Brickerl, the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTHY],
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr,
PorTEr] would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 13,
nays T4, as follows:

YEAS—13
Byrd Langer Morse
Fulbright Lehman Murray
Humphrey Long Neuberger
Kefauver Manefield
Ellgore McNamara



NAYS—T4

Alken Ellender Monroney
Allott Ervin Mundt
Anderson George O'Mahoney
Barkley Goldwater Pastore
Barrett Gore Payne
Beall Green Purtell
Bender Hayden Robertson
Bennett Hennings Russell
Bible Hickenlooper Saltonstall
Bridges Hil Schoeppel
Bush Holland Scott
Butler Hruska Smathers
Capehart Ives Smith, Maine
Carlson Jackson Smith, N. J.
Case, N. J. Jenner Sparkman
Case, S. Dak, Johnston, 8. 0. Stennis
Clements Kerr Symington
Cotton Enowland Thurmond
Curtis Kuchel Thye
Daniel Magnuson Watkins
Dirksen Malone Welker
Douglas Martin, Jowa  Wiley
Duff Martin, Pa. Williams
Dworshak McClellan Young
Eastland Millikin

NOT VOTING—9
Bricker Frear McCarthy
Chavez Johnson, Tex, Neely
Flanders Kennedy Potter

So the amendment offered by Mr. LEH=-

MaN, for himself and Mr. MoRSE, was re-
jected.
. Mr. BYRD subsequently said: Mr,
President, following the vote on the last
amendment, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the body of the Rec-
orp a statement of my position on the
amendment.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYRD

President Eisenhower's action in request-
ing the passage of a joint resolution author-
izing him to employ the Armed Forces of
the United States for the protection and
security of Formosa, the Pescadores, and re-
lated positions and territories in that area
is unprecedented in American history.

I commend the President for this approach
to the problem confronting us. In his mes-
sage, asking the Congress to approve this
joint resolution, the President did not, in any
measure, walve his constitutional authority
to protect our security from attack. Evi-
dently, it was his intention to ask the advice
of the Congress of the United States before
taking a momentous step affecting our na-
tional security.

I do not believe the President wanted
Congress to be a mere rubber stamp. He
wanted us, after careful consideration, to
‘advise and counsel.

. The President did not ask of Congress a
present declaration of war. In effect, he
asked for an authorization to use our Armed
Forces, should necessity arise, to achieve the
objectives set forth in his address to the
Congress and in the resolution which has
been presented.

Actually, he requested a predated decla-
ration of war on the part of Congress. It was
testified before the joint meeting of the For-
eign Relations and Armed Services Commit-
tees that legally no further declaration of war
would be required should hostilities break
out in China or elsewhere in the area.

However, it was also stated that the Presi-
dent would come to Congress again if, in his
opinion, a major land invasion of China be-
comes necessary.

The joint meetings of the Foreign Rela-
tions and Armed Services Committees, ex-
tending over a period of 3 days, and presided
over jointly by Senators GEorGE and RUSSELL,
developed clearly the purposes of the action
requested by the President. They also de-
veloped the dangerous potentialities in-
volved. The gravity of the situation was
frankly recognized.
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On December 2, 1954, a treaty was signed
between the Republic of China and the
United States of America. Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles signed on the part of our
country, and George K. C. Yeh on the part of
the Republic of China. This treaty was sub=
mitted to the Senate for ratification on
January 6, and it is now under considera-
tion by the Senate Foreign Relations Com-=
mittee.

It should be noted that the treaty differs
in two important particulars from the joint
resolution, Article No. 1 of the treaty pro-
vides that “the parties undertake, as set
forth in the Charter of the United Nations,
to settle any international dispute in which
they may be involved by peaceful means in
such a manner fhat international peace, se-
curity, and justice are not in danger; and
to refrain in their international relations
from the threat or use of force in any manner
inconsistent with the purposes of the United
Nations.”

This article of the treaty, therefore, pro-
vides that no action involving force can be
taken “in any manner inconsistent with the
purposes of the United Nations,” and thus
requires other consultation with, or joint ac-
tlon by, the United Nations.

Section 6 of the treaty names the terri-
tories of the Republic of China as Talwan
(Formosa) and the Pescadores. It makes no
reference to other territories but it adds that,
by mutual consent, implementation can be
made.

In contrast with the treaty which has al-
ready been signed, but not yet ratified by
the Senate, the joint resolution omits any
direct reference to the United Nations except
in the last clause which reads as follows:

“This resolution shall expire when the
President shall determine that the peace and
the security of the area are reasonably as-
sured by international conditions created by
the actions of the United Nations, or other-
wise, and shall so report to Congress.”

Is the joint resolution intended to imple-
ment the treaty? If it is, orderly procedure
would seem to require the Senate to ratify
the treaty first. If it is not an implementa-
tion of the treaty, is the treaty necessary?

I accept the judgment of the President and
our military authorities that Formosa and
the Pescadores are In the Pacific perimeter of
our security. In the joint committee meet-
ing I supported an amendment to exclude
from the joint resolution the words “this
authority to include the securing and pro-
tection of such related positions and terri-
tories of that area now in friendly hands,”
so that the resolution would read:

“Resolved, ete., That the President of the
United States be and he hereby is author-
ized to employ the Armed Forces of the
United States as he deems necessary for
the specific purpose of securing and pro-
tecting Formosa and the Pescadores against
armed attack and the taking of such
measures as he judges to be required or ap-
propriate in assuring the defense of For-
mosa and the Pescadores.

“This resolution shall expire when the
President shall determine that the peace and
security of the area is reasonably assured
by international conditions created by action
of the United Nations, or otherwise, and
shall so report to the Congress.”

If this amendment had been adopted in
committee, the resolution would authorize
the protection of Formosa and the Pesca-
dores agalnst armed attack; but to avoid
provoking war, the shoreline islands just
a few miles off the China mainland would
have been excluded.

It should be understood that the pend-
ing joint resolution was introduced after
Red China had already congquered one of
these islands and attacked others. This
means that our intervention comes after
the act; not before.

If it becomes our obligation to protect
the coastline islands—especially Quemoy
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and Matsu—now held by the Chinese Na-
tionalists, it will be difficult to avoid war
with China, assuming the Chinese Reds con-
tinue on the offensive. Our planes covering
these island operations would necessarily
have to fly over armed Red Chinese terri-
tory.

Can we, Mr. President, underwrite the
conduct and operations of Nationalist Chi-
nese garrisons in their day-to-day, hour-to-
hour, contacts with a militarily aggressive
enemy? Should we obligate ourselves for
whatever force is necessary to maintain
these garrisons and their extremely exposed
positions?

It is probable that, day by day, for years
to come, there will be conflict between troops
on these offshore islands and the Commu-
nist regime., When someone attacks you
from within 6 or 8 miles, you return the
fire and counterattack. This means war and
in this instance almost necessarily involves
land operations.

Such circumstances are virtually certain
to open wide the door for a shooting war
on the mainland of China with all of its dis-
astrous consequences.

It is for this reason, and in the belief that
the President intended the Members of Con-
gress to give frank opinion, that I voted in
committee to delete the language including
these offshore islands.

I will vote for the similar amendment
now pending before the Senate.

In additlon to what I have said to this
point, there is another element in this sit-
uation which is somewhat delicate to dis-
cuss, but it cannot be ignored. If the pend-
ing treaty is ratified, we would enter into
close partnership, on equal terms, with
Chiang Kai-shek, the undisputed leader of
the Republic of China. It was Chiang Kai-
shek to whom America sent hundreds of
millions of dollars’ worth of war materials
when the civil war began in China. Later,
our valuable war materials were found not
only in the black markets of China but also
in the hands of the Communists.

- We are becoming a partner with the leader

of Chinese who have been driven from their
country. Our purpose is to protect the pe-
rimeter of our defense. Above all, we do
not want land warfare on the mainland of
China. Butf the primary desire of Chiang
Kai-shek is war on the mainland to recap-
ture his power in Asia.

For his purposes, Chiang Kal-shek knows
better than anyone else that he can never
set foot on China again without American
planes, troops, and ships.

As a Benator, it is my considered opinion
that Chiang Kal-shek is motivated by self-
interest; that when the critical time comes
he may place his ambitions above the wel=
fare of his American partner.

These conditions present an extremely
dangerous situation which may force our
country into a war with China, whether we
want it or not. Preservation of our own
security is the only justification for the
United States to become embroiled in this
controversy. In this instance, military ex-
perts assure us that this can be accomplished
by protecting Formosa and the Pescadores.
This perimeter should not be enlarged, and
what we intend to do should be clearly set
forth. This clarity does not exist in the
pending resolution. The amendment I have
just discussed would provide- it.

Let us remember that in this cold war
Russia has the timetable. Unless we engage
deliberately in a preventive war, which is
unthinkable to me, Russia can select the
time and place of her attack. In the dan-
gerous years ahead it is incumbent upon us
to avold in every possible way involvements
which will weaken us should the final deci-
sion between Russia and ourselves come to
climax in a world war.

Let no American underestimate the far-
reaching consequences of the step about to
be taken. We all hope it will bring stability
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and peace In the Far East; but it may bring
war. It may resolve in a land war with
China, which would be interminable. With
its nearly 500 million people, China has never
yet been conguered.

For years I have been convinced that
Russia deliberately is seeking to sap our
strength and weaken us both financially and
militarily by trapping us into wars which
may be preliminary to a direct attack on
this country. I think it is her purpose to
strain our economy and our defense with
remote and costly wars in which there is no
chance of military decision.

During the Korean war, as a member of
the Armed Services Committee, I repeatedly
inquired whether a single Russian soldier
had been captured or killed among the North
Koreans. The answer was ‘“No” in every in-
stance, Our Korean war casualties were
numbered by the tens of thousands, and our
expenditures were counted in the billions,
but Russia did not lose a single soldier.

If we should engage our forces in China,
and if the Korean war should break out
again, what would be our position against a
Russian attack? We would then be fighting
two wars 10,000 miles from home.

I fully appreciate that the President’s be-
lief is that this is a step toward peace. I pray
God that it is. But let us remember that
when President Truman opened hostilities
in Korea, he declared it to be a police action.

I am convinced he was completely sincere
in his statement at that time, but that police
action developed into a costly and bloody
war that lasted more than 3 years and ended
by an inglorious truce. There is no true
peace in Korea. Like a snake in the grass,
the Korean war situation is still treacherous
and may break out again.

I have great confidence in President Eisen-
hower. I respect his military decisions. He
is the outstanding military man of this age.

I am firmly convinced that he sincerely
wants to keep us out of war. He has demon-
strated this burning desire by ending the
armed conflict in Korea and by refusing in-
volvement in the Indochina war.

I hope the amendment to which I have
referred will be adopted because it will more
clearly define our objectives and lessen the
danger of being drawn into the mainland
of China.

I will support passage of the joint
resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint
resolution is open to further amendment.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I offer
an amendment to the joint resolution,
which I ask to have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, At the end of
the joint resolution it is proposed to add
a new section as follows:

Sec. 2, Inasmuch as—

(1) the Government of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics is the activating agent
behind every aggressive move of the Red
rulers of China;

(2) the Red regime at Peiping is wholly
dependent upon the Government of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics for the
weapons with which to wage aggressive war
in the Far East;

(3) the Government of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics represents brutal tyranny
which now holds sway over 800 million
human beings and aims ultimately at the
enslavement of the entire human race;

(4) hope would be reborn among the cap-
tive peoples of Soviet totalitarianism by the
assurance that the Government of the United
States has no intention of dooming them to
perpetual slavery by any act which has the
effect of freezing the status quo;

(5) no advantage of any kind accrues to
the American people or to the cause of world
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peace by the presence in the Soviet Union

of diplomatic representatives from the

United States;

(6) the Government of the Union of Soviet
Bocialist Republics has continually and fla-
grantly violated its pledge of noninterference
in the internal affairs of the United States;
and

(7) it 1s wholly inconsistent to treat the
Red regime of China as an outlaw among civ-
ilized governments while according diplo-
matic recognition to the master gangster-
state;
it is the sense of the Senate of the United
States that all diplomatic relations between
the United States and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics be suspended and the
consular representatives of this Nation be
recalled until such time as the President may
determine that the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics no longer constitutes a threat to
our peace and security.

SUSPEND THE RECOGNITION OF COMMUNIST
RUSSIA—AMENDMENT TO SENATE JOINT RESO-
LUTION 28—TACELE THE MAN WITH THE BALL
Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the

amendment I have offered sets forth

seven reasons for suspending relations

with the Government of the U. S. S. R.

All of these reasons relate to the resolu-

tion which is pending, but which applies

specifically to the Government of Red

China, which we do not recognize, and

which I hope we never will recognize,

but the recognition of which I believe
has been agreed upon by high officials
of this Nation for a considerable time,

Mr. President, my amendment sets
forth that the Government of the
U. S. 8. R. is behind every aggressive
move of the Red rulers of Red China.
We are tackling every member of the
team except the man with the ball.

The amendment states correctly that
the Red regime at Peiping is dependent
upon the Government of the U. S. S. R.
for the weapons with which to wage ag-
gressive war in the Far East. There is
not a member on this floor who will
dispute that statement.

The amendment further states that
the Government of the U. S. S. R. is
exercising a brutal tyranny over 800
million human beings, including the
400 million human beings enslaved in
Red China.

I do not think that anyone will chal-
lenge that statement.

My amendment states that its adop-
tion would revive hope in the hearts of
these enslaved peoples, that no advan-
tage accrues to America from the fact
of Soviet recognition, that the Govern-
ment of the U. S. S. R. has continually
and flagrantly violated its pledge of non-
interference in the internal affairs of the
United States, and that it is wholly in-
consistent to treat the Red regime in Red
China as an outlaw while according
diplomatic recognition to the master
gangster state of them all.

I do not think *hat any Senator will
deny the facts as stated in my amend-
ment. Unless they can be successfully
challenged—which they have not been
and cannot be—there is not a reason in
the world, in my opinion, for rejecting
this amendment and continuing our
diplomatic relations with the master
gangster-outlaw.

The adoption of my amendment will
rectify the greatest mistake that has

‘been made in the history of our foreign
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relations, and a mistake which was made
by executive agreement.

On November 16, 1933, the late Presi-
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt entered into
an executive agreement with Maxim
Litvinov, people’s commissar for foreign
affairs of the U. S. S. R., to recognize
Soviet Russia.

I am sure every Member of the Senate
has Senate Document No. 170 of the 82d
Congress, entitled “The Constitution of
the United States of America, Analysis
and Interpretation,” prepared by the Li-
brary of Congress. It states:

The executive agreement attained its full-
est development as an instrument of foreign
policy under President Franklin D. Roosevelt,
even at times threatening to replace the
treatymaking power, if not formally, yet actu-
ally, as a determinative element in the field
of foreign policy.

Mr. President, no truer words were
ever published in a Senate document.

The quotation continues:

Mr. Roosevelt’s first important utilization
of the executive-agreement device took the
form of an exchange of notes on November
16, 1933, with Maxim M. Litvinov, People's
Commissar for Foreign Affairs, whereby Amer-
ican recognition was extended to the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics in consideration
of certain pledges, the first of which was the
promise to restrain any persons or organiza-
tions under its direct or indirect control from
any act overt or covert liable in any way
whatsoever to injure the tranquility, pros-
perity, order, or security of the whole or any
part of the United States.

That pledge was, of course, never kept.
It was never intended by Soviet Russia
to be kept. And ever since the agree-
ment was signed between the late Presi-
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt and the
People’s Commissar of Red Russia, Rus-
sia has carried on active efforts to over-
throw this Government by force and vio-
lence and active espionage to gain our
military secrets. Red Russia has suc-
ceeded, too, as witness her success in
obtaining the most vital secrets of our
atom bomb, and presumably those of the
hydrogen bomb. Yet we continue to
recognize the Russians. They are spy-
ing on us today, and we still recognize
them—all because of the executive agree-
ment between a late President and a
People’s Commissar of the Soviet Union.

Since the day Soviet Russia was recog-
nized by us, she has sought to destroy us
from within. She has always sought
to destroy us from outside our bound-
aries, and always will; but recognition
gave her the desired vantage point from
which to sabotage us from within our
own land and institutions. She is doing
that today.

She already has increased her
strength manyfold from the facts and
secrets she has stolen from us—indus-
trial secrets, as well as those of the atom
and the hydrogen bomb. She has gained
strength from the recognition we have
accorded her, and today is passing on
this strength to the Red Chinese, the
target of the pending joint resolution,
as it now stands.

As I stated on the floor yesterday this
resolution, without my amendment, is an
indictment of the wrong outlaw, and a
minor one at that.

My amendment is, in a sense, a per-
fecting amendment. It names the real
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gang leader, and cuts off his diplomatic
privileges, pending determination by the
President that the peace of areas in the
Pacific we are pledged to defend has
been restored. ;

Mr. President, peace and security in
the Pacific will never be restored until
Red Russia is neld accountable before
the world for her many sins of espionage
and aggression. My amendmenf does
hold her accountable.

It carries no declaration of hositilities
or threat of any military action.

What it does is merely to send her
spies and saboteurs—and that includes
all of her diplomats—packing home,
where they belong, and rids our country
of the vermin seeking to destroy us from
within. Good riddance it will be, too;
and we can achieve that now by adoption
of my amendment.

Mr. President, I am for the President
in this move, because he has—and it is
the first time it has been done in two
decades—marked a point in the Pacific
Ocean at which our security will be
threatened. I hope he will soon com-
plete the job, by establishing extension
of the 133-year-old Monroe Doctrine to
both the Atlantic and the Pacific Oceans,
so as to let the people of those areas
know that if any nation seeks to extend
its form of government, through polit-
ical, economic, or military influence, we
will destroy that nation’s war-making
capacity by striking through the air in
the heart land of that nation’s war
industries, and by letting such nation
know we are prepared to do the job.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Nevada. (Putting the
question.)

The amendment was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint
resolution is open to further amendment.

If there be no further amendment to
be submitted, the question is on the
third reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to a
third reading, and was read the third
time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint
resolution having been read the third
time, the question now is, Shall it pass?

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, on
this question—the question of final pas-
sage of the joint resolution—I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

ACTION BY UNITED NATIONS TO
TERMINATE HOSTILITIES BE-
TWEEN COMMUNIST CHINA AND
NATIONALIST CHINA

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest——

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President——

Mr. ENOWLAND. I shall defer, Mr.
President, to the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
appreciate this courtesy.

I had intended earlier this evening to
call up an amendment numbered 1-26—-
55-C, relating to the preamble of the
joint resolution. I have discussed the
amendment with the distinguished
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chairman of our Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. It was deemed wise and prudent
in the present situation that the amend-
ment not be called up, but that a pro-
posal of a similar nature be advanced
for consideration by the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee and, subsequently, by
the entire Senate.

Mr. President, I now send to the desk,
and request appropriate reference for it,
a Senate resolution reading as follows:

Whereas the President of the United
States on January 19, 1955, stated that he
would “like to see the United Nations at-
tempt to exercise its good offices” with re-
spect to arranging a cease-fire between Com-
munist China and Nationalist China;

Whereas the President in his message of
January 24 stated that the situation in the
Pacific area “is one for appropriate action

of the United Nations under its Charter™;
and

Whereas House Joint Resolution 159 pro-
vides that it shall expire when he determines
that peace In the area is “reasonably assured
by international conditions created by action
of the United States or otherwise”: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that it would be in the interest of the
United States and of world peace for the
United Nations to take prompt action to
bring about a cease-fire in the area of hos-
tilitles off the coast of China and in the
Formosa Straits, and the President is re-
quested to take appropriate steps to achieve
that objective.

Mr. President, I send the resolution to
the desk. I realize that the only way
the resolution could be considered this
evening would be to have it considered
after the vote on the pending measure;
and, of course, that would also require
unanimous consent. I have had indica-
tions that unanimous consent might not
be available. Therefore, I prefer that
we deal with the resolution in the regu-
lar, normal manner, under the regular
procedure.

I think I can say with certainty that a
large number of Members of the Senate
have spokan to'me about the resolution,
and a number of Senators desire to join
in sponsoring it. Among them are the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN],
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRse]l,
the Senator from Montana [Mr.
MansrFiELD], and the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FoLerigHT]; and I imagine
there will be other Senators who will
wish to join in sponsoring it. I should
like to leave open an opportunity for co-
sponsorship of the resolution, in order
to make that opportunity available to
any other Members of the Senate who
would like to join in sponsoring it. The
Senator from New York [Mr. LEaman]
has asked that he be included as one of
its sponsors.

So, Mr. President, I now send the reso-
lution to the desk.

At this time I desire to yield to the
distinguished chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee, the distinguished
senior Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GEORGE].

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am
very happy that the Senator from Min-
nesota has asked for the reference of
the resolution in order that it may take
its regular course before the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. I may say that it
will be considered at a very early date—
perhaps on Tuesday of next week. So far
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as I know, there will be no opposition to
the resolution, because already New Zea-
land, the United Kingdom, and the
United States are concerned with this
very problem, and will present on Mon-
day next for consideration by the United
Nations Security Council, as I am ad-
vised, the substance of this resolution.
Therefore I am very glad that it is to be
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations. I assure the Senator that it
will be promptly acted upon.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia.

Mr. President, I have submitted this
resolution because I believe it would
carry out a very pertinent part of the
President’s message. In the light of the
decision we are about to make, which
decision I support, namely, the passage
of House Joint Resolution 159, it would
appear to be very appropriate for the
Senate to forward the work which is al-
ready underway in the United Nations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion will be received and referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

The resolution (S. Res. 55) favoring
action by the United Nations to termi-
nate hostilities between Communist
China and Nationalist China, submitted
by Mr. HumrHrEY (for himself), Mr.
SPARKMAN, Mr. MoRSgE, Mr. MANSFIELD,
Mr. FoLericHT, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. Mac-
NuUsoN, Mr. NEUBERGER, and Mr, HiLL),
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations, as follows:

Whereas the President of the United
States on January 19, 1955, stated that he
would “like to see the United Nations at-
tempt to exercise its good offices” with re-
spect to arranging a cease-fire between Coms-
munist China and Nationalist China;

Whereas the President in his message of
January 24 stated that the situation in the
Pacific area “is one for appropriate action of
the United Nations under its charter”; and

Whereas House Joint Resolution 159 pro-
vides that it shall expire when he determines
that peace in the area is “reasonably as-
sured by international conditions created
by action of the United States or other-
wise": Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that it would be in the interest of the
United States and of world peace for the
United Nations to take prompt actlon to
bring about a cease-fire in the area of hos-
tilities off the coast of China and in the
Formosa Stralt, and the President is re-
guested to take appropriate steps to achieve
that objective.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PROGRAM FOR
" TUESDAY

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I
know that following the vote on the final
passage of the joint resolution Members
of the Senate will leave the Chamber
quickly. I desire to announce that a
motion will be made tonight to adjourn
until Tuesday, and I should like to an-
nounce the legislative program for Tues=
day.

On Tuesday the Southeast Asia Col-
lective Defense Treaty will be given
preferential consideration.

On the legislative calendar, there ap-
pear order of business No. 6, Senate bill
613, a bill to further amend the Reor-
ganization Act of 1949, as amended, so
that such act will apply to reorganiza-
tion plans transmitted to the Congress
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at any time before April 1, 1957, and
also 6 Senate resolutions, orders of
business Nos. 9 to 14 inclusive. These
measures will be taken up on Tuesday
next.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the acting majority leader yield to me?

Mr. CLEMENTS. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Earlier in the eve-
ning I talked with the acting majority
leader with reference to the resolution
which I submitted a moment ago. I
wonder if the acting majority leader
would care to give any indication as to
the procedure which might be followed
in case the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee should report that resolution
favorably.

Mr. CLEMENTS. It will be the in-
tention of the acting majority leader to
take up that resolution as soon as it
comes from the Foreign Relations Com-~
mittee and is ready for consideration.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the acting
majority leader.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President,
will the acting majority leader yield to
me?

Mr. CLEMENTS. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. ROBERTSON. As the acting ma-
jority leader knows, the junior Senator
from Virginia sent to some Virginia
newspapers advance copies of a speech
which he planned to make in the Senate
on Monday. The acting majority leader
has announced that there will be no
session on Monday. Can the junior Sen-
ator from Virginia be assured that he
can make his speech on Tuesday?

Mr. CLEMENTS. The acting major-
ity leader will give such assurance as he
is able to give under such circumstances.

While I am on my feet, I should like
to thank my friend from Virginia for
the generous way in which he accepted
the proposal to adjourn until Tuesday
rather than Monday.

AUTHORIZATION FOR TUSE OF
ARMED FORCES TO PROTECT SE-
CURITY OF FORMOSA

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
159) authorizing the President to em-
ploy the Armed Forces of the United
States for protecting the security of
Formosa, the Pescadores, and related po-
sitions and territories of that area.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, be-
fore the vote is taken on the pending
joint resolution, let me say that, as
Senators know, I have had many mis-
givings about our position in connection
with the coastal islands and have so
stated. An important national policy is
about to be decided. I have done my
best to have the joint resolution amend-
ed or to have a substitute adopted which
I thought presented a better and safer
policy. However, present indications
are that the joint resolution will be
passed. The President has announced
that he, and he alone, will make the
decision and issue the orders for any ac-
tion other than directly at Formosa or
the Pescadores. In effect he has assured
that he will not allow Chiang to push
us into action, nor will he allow any offi-
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cer, including the Chief of the Joint
Chiefs, to make that decision. I am con-
fident that the American people do not
want war, and certainly they do not
want to strike the first blow, nor do
they want to engage in any conflict
where there is not a clear legal and moral
justification to do so. They want to
abide by the United Nations Charter, and
they want to cooperate with our allies
in the world.

I shall accept the President’s assur-
ances, for I know him to be an honorable
man. I think it is time for us to close
ranks behind the position of the Presi-
dent of the United States and present to
the world as nearly unanimous a front as
we possibly can.

With that point of view, and for that
purpose, I expect to vote for the joint res-
olution despite the misgivings which I
have stated.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point, as a part
of my remarks, two articles. The first is
entitled “Context of the New China
Policy,” written by Mr. Joseph C. Harsch,
and published in the Christian Science
Monitor of January 26, 1955.

The second article is entitled “Pros-
pects of the New China Policy,” written
by Joseph C. Harsch and published in the
Christian Science Monitor of January 27,
1955.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

|From the Christian Science Monitor of

January 26, 1855]

STATE OF THE NATIONS—CONTEXT OF THE NEW
CHINA PoOLICY
(By Joseph C. Harsch)

WasHINGTON.—To understand the new
China policy of the United States it is neces-
sary to understand that it reflects a long-
postponed, but no longer postponable, exer-
cise in reconciling and blending two equally
strong urges within the Eisenhower admin-
istration in Washington.

The first of these urges has been to obtain
a “disengagement” of the United States from
war and the danger of involvement in war
on the mainland of Asia.

The second of these urges has been to
sustain the Nationalist Government of Gen-
eralissimo Chiang Kai-shek on its exile home
of Formosa.

From the opening month of the Eisenhower
administration these have both been officially
proclaimed policies of Washington. But they
are policies which conflict at many points
and which cannot easily be reconciled or
blended.

Had there been only a policy of “disen-
gagement” from war and the danger of in-
volvement in war in Asia, Washington would
long since have cut itself loose from its ties
with Formosa. The Pentagon never has been
categorical in its opinion that the retention
of Formosa in friendly hands is essential to
the military needs of the United States in
the Far East. BSouth Korea is considered
much more necessary to the military security
of Japan and Indochina much more valuable
to the military security of Southeast Asia
than Formosa is considered valuable to the
defense of Japan and the Philippines. The
Pentagon regards Formosa as desirable, but
not as vital. A policy of “disengagement"
would long since have led to the abandon=-
ment of a United States commitment to
Formosa.

On the other hand, had there only been
a policy of sustaining the Chinese National-
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ist Government, Washington never would
have allowed the military position of that
government to be eroded by Chinese Com-
munist military action. This action has
been going on for over 2 years. Yikiangshan
is by no means the first Nationalist-held is-
land off the Chinese coast to be taken by the
Communists. By a year ago they already
had taken a dozen. Also, had there been no
“disengagement” policy the reinvasion of
Hainan Island off the south coast of China
would have been undertaken a year ago, and
General Chiang might well by this time be
ready to return to the mainland; in fact,
it is conceivable he might already hold some
beachheads.

The two policies have been in conflict,
and have in part nullified each other. *“Dis-
engagement’ has operated against a full poli-
cy of sustaining General Chiang’'s purposes.
The determination to sustain General
Chiang has prevented a full “disengagement”
policy.

Yet Washington never has been able to
choose between the two policies. It has had
powerful reasons for clinging to both.

The Elsenhower administration has clung
to a “disengagement” policy for obvious rea-
sons. When it took office the United States
was, in the larger sense, at war with Com-
munist China on three fronts—Eorea, Indo-
china, and the Formosa Strait. Its priority
promise to the voters in 1953 was a promise
to end the Korean war. This was stage 1
of disengagement. It was the most generally
popular single act of the administration
during its first year in office. It made pos-
sible military budget reductions, and, in
turn, provided the rationale for tax cuts.
Disengagement on that front was popular,
and became a major feature of the whole
Eisenhower program at home, Neither budg-
et cuts nor tax reductions could have been
Justified on any other basis.

The program from a settlement of the
Korean war to a settlement of the Indochina
war was a logical progression in disengage-
ment. With equal logic Washington desires
to proced now to settle its last active war
front with Communist China. Only if this
is done will the disengagement be complete
and lasting.

But at this point disengagement cuts
straight across the other policy of sustaining
the hopes of Chiang Eai-shek, for from the
moment of a cease-fire in the Formosa
Strait General Chiang becomes head of the
government in Formosa and retains nothing
more than an empty title to mainland China,
But General Chlang cannot be abandoned
totally any more than disengagement could
be abandoned. General Chiang is the last
residue of a vast American investment in
China dating back over a century. There
are deep emotional and ideclogical commit-
ments to him, not to mention political com-
mitments.

The end result is the President's special
message to the Congress of this week. It
represents a maximum disengagement com-
patible with sustaining General Chiang on
Formosa. Conversely, it represents a maxi-
mum of support for General Chiang com-
patible with a policy of disengagement. It
will sustain General Chiang on Formosa,
territory which the United States liberated
from Japan. It will disengage itself from
all territory which is historically Chinese,
provided the Chinese Communists will leave
Formosa and the Pescadores alone.

[From the Christian Sclence Monitor of
January 27, 1965]
STATE oF THE NATIONS—PROSPECTS OF THE NEW
CHINA PoLiCcy
(By Joseph C. Harsch)

WASHINGTON.
Washington would have been much happier
had it never been forced to seek the largest
common denominator of its two conflicting
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policies toward China—its policy of sustain-
ing Chiang Kai-shek and its policy of disen-
gaging the United States from war and the
danger of war on the mainland of Asia.

As a matter of fact, the attempted recon-
ciliation was postponed until the action of
Communist China acted as a precipitation
agent on Washington. When the Chinese
Communists not only declared a policy of
seeking the conquest of Formosa, but also be-
gan what appeared to be a preliminary mili-
tary campaign among the offshore islands,
Washington was finally and reluctantly
forced to the point of decision.

Until the last week or so Washington was
still clinging to the luxury of pursuing two
conflicting policies toward China. It had ne-
gotiated a settlement of the Korean war and
recognized a settlement of the Indochina war,
but at the same time it continued to recog-
nize Chiang Kal-shek's hopes that some day
he might obtain United States support for
his dream of a reinvasion of the Chinese
mainland., At home the Washington Gov-
ernment proceeded to a partial demobiliza-
tion, but in the Far East it allowed Chiang to
bomb and raid the mainland, seize a Soviet
oil tanker, and control shipping along the
China coast.

When the Chinese Communists opened
their island offensive and declared that For-
mosa was its ultimate target, Washington
had to find a reconciled and unified China
policy. Since it could not abandon Chiang
entirely and since it was committed to a
policy of coexistence with the Soviet Union,
of disengagement from war in Asia, and of
budget retrenchment and tax cutting at
home, it had no alternative but an attempted
blending of disengagement and Chiang.

This is what we now have. Chiang is to
be defended on Formosa, which is not Chi-
nese territory, having been Japanese for half
a century and having been won from Japan
by United States arms. But by implication
and by all that was not said in the Presi-
dent's message Washington has renounced a
policy of attempting to seek a political resto-
ration in China proper. It is prepared to
accept a cease-fire in the Formosa Strait.

But what are the prospects for the success
of such a new China policy?

The reconciliation of the two policies may
have come too late. The Chinese Commu-
nists are committed now at home to the in-
vasion attempt. Their government has
engaged its prestige in the cause. It would
be extremely difficult for it to extricate itself
even if it wished to do so. No western diplo-
mat can know whether the men of Peking
really desire to find a way out of their own
commitment to their own people.

The role of Moscow is another enigma.
Obviously the problem is a major one in the
Eremlin. The Soviets are generally believed
not to want a war at this time. Yet the
Kaiser probably did not want a war in 1914,
but was pulled into it by his only ally,
Austria. China is Moscow’s only real ally,
the others being dependencies. Also Moscow
is uneasy over the trend in Europe and
might decide that a Chinese invasion of For-
mosa would be an advantage to its purposes
in Europe. The whipsaw technique is an old
one in power politics.

Washington, on the other hand, cannot
possibly back down on the defense of For-
mosa itself.

If the Chinese Communists attempt an
invasion of Formosa, the United States wil
fight. There is no doubt whatever in Wash-
ington on that point.

The chance for avoiding a war, or at the
very least a localized battle for Formosa, de-
pends largely on whether some mediator,
presumably Dag Hammarskjold, can per-
suade Peking that it can obtain right now
by peaceful negotiation everything it can
ever obtain by resort to arms.

There is no longer any doubt about what
Washington is willing to offer in return for
a Formosa Strait cease-fire. It will allow the
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military forees of Peking to obtain all the
offshore islands if, in return, Peking will
abandon its military campaign against
Formosa.

A cease-fire could be had tomorrow on
those terms insofar as the United States is
concerned. And the United States has the
abllity to enforce an acceptance of the terms
by the government on Formosa.

The question remaining Is whether
Peiping will accept such terms.

No western man can do anything but guess
about that. Washington hopes, because the
domestic policies of the Eisenhower admin-
istration have been staked upon the assump=-
tion that there will be no major wars.

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presid-
ing Officer be authorized to sign House
Joint Resolution 159, even though the
Senate be in adjournment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered—that is, assum-
ing the passage of the joint resolution.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I take that for
granted.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I shall
vote against the pending joint resolution.
I do not cast this vote lightly. I do not
cast it without some regrets.

I had wished I could vote in favor of
a resolution on this subject. I had
hoped that it would be amended, by the
adoption of the Kefauver substitute or
by other amendments which have been
offered, so that it would be in a form
which could command my wholehearted
support and my vote.

I want to vote for a congressional
statement of support fcr the defense and
security of Formosa and the Pescadores.
I would be glad to say to our friends of
the free world, and our enemies wherever
they may be—whether in Moscow or in
Peiping—that the Congress is whole-
heartedly behind the President, and that
the country is behind the President, in
a determination that the status of For-
mosa and the Pescadores shall not be
altered by aggression or force of arms.

I am ready to support, with all my
heart, an affirmation that Formosa and
the Pescadores do not belong to Commu-
nist China, and never will so belong,
by force of arms.

I think the free world—including
major portions of the so-called neutral
nations of Asia—would support such a
position by the United States.

I am sure we could rally the free world
to support such a position. Our military
power plus that of our allies, plus the
vast strength of our moral position if
we are supported by all the nations of
the free world would thus insure the se-
curity of Formosa and the Pescadores,
against any aggressive designs that the
Communists might have, no matter how
loud their boast or their threats.

I am pleased to know that the United
Nations is going to take up, first in the
Security Council and then in the Gen-
eral Assembly, if need be, the question
of a cease-fire order between Communist
China and the Formosa Government.

But, Mr. President, I still cannot vote
for the joint resolution so long as it con-
tains language which writes a blank
check of dangerous authority—authority
which can be used, or which might be
used—to involve us in a war which we
do not want and which the free world
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does not want, and indeed greatly fears.

I will not cast my vote for any joint
resolution containing language which, in
my judgment, increases the risk and
danger of war, without concomitant
benefit to the United States, ‘the cause
of peace, and the cause of free-world
unity.

PRESIDENT CANNOT TRANSFER RESPONSIBILITY TO
CONGRESS

The President of the United States has
broad constitutional powers and author-
ity. He is free, within the limits of his
judgment, to use such power and au-
thority to defend the United States.
Whatever activities he deems essential
for that purpose he can direct, without
let or hindrance from Congress, though,
of course, he remains responsible for thes
consequences of such action. Why must
or should Congress write him a pre-
dated blank check of authority for acts
which might be beyond his constitut-
tional powers, but which are not spelled
out in the pending joint resolution?

I will not vote my permission for the
President to send our forces into the
Quemoy and Matsu and Tachen island
groups, under the guns of an irrespon-
sible enemy. I will not vote to tell the
President that he can do this with the
implicit permission of Congress. )

He can send the fleet wherever he
chooses, but he should not ask the Con-
gress in advance to authorize him to
send the fleet and our Air Force into
action which may, or which is likely, to
involve us in war,

The possession of Quemoy and Matsu
may be important to Chiang Kai-shek,
but they are not essential to the security
of the United States, or of the free world.
The free world recognizes these islands
as belonging to China, and it is an estab-
lished fact, whether we like it or not,
that most of the nations of the free world
recognize the Red regime as being the
government of China.

We dare not and must not put the free
world alliance to this acid test, from
which that alliance may suffer tragic
strains and shocks. The world must
know that we seek peace, not war; secu-
rity, not unnecessary risk; strength, not
power. We are neither the instrument
nor the agent of Chiang Kai-shek in the
Far East.

We are the leading power of the free
world. We have a responsibility to all
the American people. We have a re-
sponsibility to all our allies. We have a
Tesponsibility to mankind. Let us dis-
charge that responsibility.

Mr. President, because of my views on
this subject, I must reluctantly but with
deep conviction cast my vote against the
pending resolution.

SEVERAL SENaTORs. Vote! Vote! Vote!

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
have an amendment to the pending reso-
lution which I had hoped originally to
priss very strongly and to bring to a
vote.

However, I discussed the matter with
the minority leader, the Senator from
California [Mr. ENnowLanp], in whom I
have the utmost confidence. He suggest-
ed that perhaps by my action we would
hold up the passage of the pending reso-
lution and, if my amendment were
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agreed to, make it necessary to send the
amended resolution to conference.
Therefore, I have agreed not to press the
amendment.

I may say, however, that I strongly
feel that something should be done along
the line of my amendment, which merely
provides that United States aid shall be
discontinued to any country which ships
goods to Red China or allows ships flying
its flag to be used in the Red China trade.

I am very much disturbed to learn
what is going on. Although I approve of
the pending resolution, I am very much
disturbed by the fact that although we
had agreed to give Chiang Kai-shek 6
destroyers, we have given him only 2.
Although we had agreed to give him air-
craft, we are, instead, using aireraft in
New Mexico for anti-aircraft targets.
At the same time we are sending B-29's
to Costa Rica, at a cost of $1 a plane. I
believe that we should send some of those
planes to Chiang Kai-shek, at $1 a plane.
I am sure many Senators would be glad
to pay for a number of those planes.

Mr. President, we find ourselves in a

fantastic position today. We find our-
selves in the position of being about to
go to war with Communist China, while
at the same time, as of this very day we
are sending millions of dollars to our
friends, who are supplying the sinews of
economic and military strength to Red
China.
. What does that mean? It means that
if we should become involved in war—
and the threat of war hangs over the
Senate tonight—more American boys
would be killed, that more sons of Amer-
can mothers would be killed at our own
hands, because of the indirect aid which
we are giving to Red China.

I have a large number of newspaper
clippings, which I intend to put into the
REecorDp tomorrow, or whenever the Sen-
ate meets again, I am very much dis-
turbed to find that Mr, Stassen, the head
of FOA, has agreed to give about $70
million to Yugoslavia. At the same time
another clipping shows that Yugoslavia
has signed a trade pact with Red China
and with Soviet Russia.

This is only a part of the picture.
I shall not hold up this very excellent
resolution with an attempt to amend it.
I hope, however, that my amendment
will be added to appropriate appropria-
tion legislation when the time comes to
consider such legislation,

SEVENTY-SEVENTH BIRTHDAY AN-
NIVERSARY OF SENATOR GEORGE

Mr. BARKLEY. MTr. President, I have
no intention to discuss the pending reso-
lution. I had intended to do so, but I
have foregone that intention.

I merely wish to call the attention of
the Senate to the fact that on tomorrow
the distinguished senior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. GEorce], the chairman of
the Committee on Foreign Relations, will
reach his T77th birthday anniversary.

As one of the younger Members of the
Senate, I wish to congratulate him on
having reached that milestone. [Ap-
plause, Senators rising.]

Mr. President, I also wish to congrat-
ulate him on the magnificent contribu-
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tion he has made to the history of the
Senate in the handling of the resolution
which is about to be passed. I am glad
to congratulate the Senator from Geor=
gia and to welcome him into the fellow=-
ship of youth.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. Presidenf, I
would not wish the occasion to pass with-
out saying that on this side of the aisle
we hold the distinguished senior Sena-
tor from Georgia in as high regard as
he is held by his colleagues on the other
side of the aisle. We recognize not only
his great service to his State of Georgia
but his outstanding service to our Gov-
ernment and to all the people of the
United States, not only in his present
highly important position as chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
and as President pro tempore of the
Senate but also as a Senator who has
served as chairman of the Committee on
Finance, and whose name is on much
important legislation passed by Con-
gress.

Mr. GEORGE subsequenfly said. Mr.
President, since the Senate was kind
enough to note the fact that I will reach
my T77th year tomorrow, I wish to call
attention to the fact that the distin-
guished senior Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. Smrta], who is universally esteemed
among and has the confidence of the
membership of this body, and whose
services to his country as a Member of
the United States Senate are of a very
high order, will reach his 75th birthday
-on Sunday, before the Senate will again
convene.

So I wish to congratulate him, his
State, and the country upon his entry
into the Three-Quarters of a Century
Club, a club which I entered 2 years
ago, and which my distinguished friend,
former Vice President BarxrLEY, entered
about 2 months in advance of my entry.

I can only say that I am very grateful
for the appreciation expressed for me,
and I am profoundly humble to think
that in my lifetime I have done so little
good for mankind. [Applause.]

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise to thank my colleague, the
distinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr,
Georcel, who is chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, for his kind
reference to me, and to thank Senators
for their kind expression of applause
upon my attainment of three-quarters of
a century, following clese upon the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Georgia
in our Young Men'’s Club.

AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF
ARMED FORCES TO PROTECT
SECURITY OF FORMOSA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 159)
authorizing the President to employ the
Armed Forces of the United States for
protecting the security of Formosa, the
Pescadores, and related positions and
territories of that area.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote!

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the Recorp at this point
a statement which gives my reasons for
voting in favor of the pending resolu-
tion, House Joint Resolution 159.

993

There being no objection, the state=
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR NEUBERGER

I want to state for the record my reasons
for my vote on the resolution to authorize
the President to defend Formosa and the Pes-
cadores.

Mr. President, the issue which has been
submitted to the Congress in the form of
this resolution may well be one of the most
serious one to come before us during my
present term In the Senate. It is a particu-
larly grave and difficult issue to confront a
new Senator within 4 weeks of his assump-
tion of office.

As a freshman Senator, I do not pretend
to have experience or expert knowledge in the
field of our foreign relations or military strat-
egy. To the best of my ability, I have tried to
reach a conscientious judgment on the basis
of the facts which have been made available
to us and the considerations which have
been ably presented by the debate on the
floor of the Senate. I have studied with par-
ticular attention the arguments so force=
fully put forward by my distinguished col=
league from Oregon [Mr. Morse], who had
the benefit of attending the executive session
of the Committee on Foreign Relations,
and—on the other hand—the equally force=
ful presentation of the distinguished chair-
man of that committee [Mr. GEORGE].

Mr. President, I have decided to support
the resolution. I have reached that decision
in spite of the following doubts:

REASONS ARE LISTED

First. When the resolution was first re-
quested, it seemed to ask the Congress to
endorse a policy which presented a very
serious danger—the danger that we might
‘be drawn into a war by actions not of our
own choosing, the actions of Chiang
Kai-shek. d

I would not vote to endorse a policy which
presents that danger. I believe that a war
which would start, not in defense of the rec-
ognized interests of the United States, but
in support of the ambitions of Chiang and
his regime to return to the mainland of
China, would be fought without the support
of our closest allles. It could mean the end
of our vital North Atlantlc Treaty Organiza-
tion. It would be fought against the opposi-
tion of almost all other nations in Asia, and
without any hope of recognition or support
by the United Natlons.

Second. I believe that the resolution is not
particularly necessary, and that perhaps it
went too far toward asking congressional
endorsement of future decisions which be-
long properly in the field of military rather
than foreign policy.

CONGRESS SHOULD BE CONSULTED

It may well be commendable to ask con=
gressional consideration of a proposed for-
elgn policy before taking action, if time per=-
mits this, Even when the speed of events
makes this impossible. as in the Eorean
emergency, it might have been wise to obtaln
at the earliest opportunity a congressional
determination of the hostilities which re-
sulted from that collective resistance to Com-
munist aggression. But when this resolution
includes additional authorization of action
for the purpose of accomplishing the major
foreign policy objective, it comes close to
matters of military strategy which ought to
remain the responsibility of the Commander
in Chief.

For that reason I have supported the
amendment proposed by the distinguished
Senator from New York [Mr. LEEmMaN]. This
would have effectively gone to the heart of
the problem by striking from the authoriza-
tion the reference to ‘related” areas.

Third. I would have preferred to see added
to the text of the resolution a recognition
of the proper role of the United Nations In
dealing with this threat to international
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peace and security, a role which was recog-
nized in the message from the President.
This recognition of the role of the United
Nations was also the chief purpose of the ex-
cellent amendment proposed by my distin-
guished colleague, Senator KEFAuvER. I sup-
ported that amendment, and I think the
cause of peace and international standing
would have been well served if the Senate
had been asked to advise the President in
the terms of the substitute rather than that
of the present resolution.

ADMINISTRATION NOT CONSISTENT

Perhaps because these issues of foreign and
military policy are still relatively new to me,
I must confess I have been puzzled by the
contrast between this administration’s re-
action to the crisis in Indochina and to the
present Formosan crisis. We were told that
the loss of Indochina would be irreparable,
that it meant the prelude to the loss of all
of southeast Asia. Yet, rightly or wrongly,
no emergency action was asked of the Con-
gress to forestall that loss, and North Viet-
nam has disappeared behind the bamboo
curtain of tyranny. Yet now, the same ad-
ministration has asked for congressional en-
dorsement of a much stronger policy to de-
fend an area which, though it is impor-
tant, is no more so than Indochina, and
whose defense would not command the
wholeharted enthusiasm of our friends in the
free world and the United Nations.

Nevertheless, I have concluded, in spite
of misgivings, that I shall support the reso-
lution.

PRESIDENT MUST BE TRUSTED

I do not regard the need for national unity
behind the President's policies as alone
enough to command an affirmative vote. I
do not understand the Senate of the United
States to play the role of a rubber stamp.
If we are asked to consider a proposed policy,
even a foreign policy, and to give our advice,
each of us must do so conscientiously in the
light of his own best knowledge and convic-
tion.

Yetf, although I often disagree most de-
cidedly with the domestic policies of the
President and his administration I shall
support his foreign policies when, in his
best judgment, they are necessary in the
cause of peace.

I do not claim the knowledge to judge
whether the policy here presented to the
Congress will in fact—better than some al-
ternative policy—promote the cause of se-
curity for the United States in a peaceful
world. But I believe that President Eisen-
hower is sincerely seeking this goal—that
peace in the western Pacific is, indeed, the
objective of the policy he presents to us.

The public discussion of the past 2 days
has convinced me that President Eisenhower
does not, as at first appeared, ask a blank
check which might even be said to have au-
thorized preventive war against the Chinese
mainland—and I believe the debate has suc-
cessfully demonstrated that for such a blank
check, no congressional endorsement is in
fact being given,

In that belief, and in the confidence that
the President’s explanations should be taken
at their face value and that a secure peace is
his only objective, I support the adoption
of the resolution by the Senate. I think we
are impelled by many reasons to trust to the
Judgment of the President in this crisis,

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there may be
printed in the REcorp a statement I
have prepared giving my reasons for
voting in favor of the joint resolution.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR LoNG

On Wednesday last I expressed my con-
cern about the momentous decision that
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we are making at this time. For my part,
I felt that it was both unfair to the coun-
try and to Senators themselves to be re-
guired to vote on the pending resolution
before they fully understood its implica-
tions. I then said that I owed it to those
whom I have the honor to represent to vote
my own convictions in this matter after
learning the facts.

I have since studied the facts and read
the hearings carefully, mindful of the sig-
nificance of the decision we are now making.
The debate here has tended to make clear
the purposes and intentions of the resolu-
tion.

As I sald at that time, this resolution could
very well be an invitation for a showdown
with Communist China and Russia as well.
During the past 2 days I have read much of
the secret testimony upon which the 2 Sen-
ate committees based their recommendations.
I believe I now understand the meaning of
the resolution and its implications. I hope
that this is true of my colleagues.

I personally would not have advised that
this Nation should undertake to defend the
small offshore islands held by the Chinese
Nationalists along the China coast. In my
Judgment their defense is much more diffi-
cult than the defense of Formosa itself. To
hold them is like defending the doormat in
front of your enemy's home. Nevertheless,
80 long as these islands are held, they sim-
plify the task of defending Formosa.

It has also been my feeling that we should
avoid striking the Chinese mainland unless
the nature of the attack upon us was such
as to make it necessary. Even in that event,
I would urge that we should not strike the
first blow.

As a Senator of the United States, T am
not in a position to dictate either the tactics
or the strategy that this Nation will follow.
That prerogative belongs to the Commander
in Chief, the President of the United States.
He has the responsibility for the decisions
that will mean the survival of this Nation
and of free governments throughout the
world.

Of this much I am certain—the resolution

before us will pass. It is only a question of
the number by which it will be agreed to.
- Basically, this resolution serves notice
upon Communist China that she has taken
all of the territory by force of arms which
she will be permitted to take. The Presi-
dent is in the process of drawing the line
upon which this Nation will stand.

In passing this resolution, this Nation
accepts the risk that Russia will come to
China's assistance. These are dangers which
we must accept. The danger makes our
duty more clear. As a matter of fact, we
have already accepted the risk of war with
Russia from the day that we undertook the
Berlin airlift. We did it when we went to
the aid of the Republic of Korea. I could
see no other reason for the weakness that
this Nation displayed when the Chinese in-
tervened in North Korea, except that this
Nation was not prepared to face the conse-
quences of a third world war.

We might as well face the fact that we
no longer have anything to gain by giving
our enemies cause to feel that we fear them.
By this, we do not mean that we will not
readily agree to an honorable settlement at
the peace table. We mean that we will fight
rather than surrender any further territory
to aggression.

It is for these reasons that I shall vote
for the resolution. I will not vote against
it because I seriously disagree with some of
the tactics involved. In view of the matters
involved here, I regard it as of the utmost
importance that this resolution should be
passed by an overwhelming vote.

If the resolution should fail, it would be
interpreted by our enemies—and even our
friends—to mean that during the next 2
years the word of the President of the United
States would not necessarily speak the for-
eign policy of this Nation. It would be
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to display the greatest of weakness in the
face of our enemies at a time when strength
is our best hope. For that reason, I shall
vote to strengthen the hand of the Presi-
dent. In doing so, I strengthen the hand of
the United States in world leadership. If
this leadership is exercised wisely, our Na-
tion will survive. I would rather accept the
risk that it would be used in error than
the risk that it would not be used, or that
it would be seriously weakened,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on the final passage of the joint
resolution (H. J. Res. 159).

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will eall the roll

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr.CLEMENTS. Iannounce thatthe
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ],
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR],
and the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr, NEELY] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Texas [Mr., Joun-
son] and the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] are absent by leave
of the Senate because of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. Cravezl, the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. FrEAr], the
Senator from Texas [Mr. Jornson], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEn-
NEDY], and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NeeLY], if present, would vote
“yea."

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers] is necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. PorTER] is absent on offi-
cial business as a member of the Ameri-
can delegation attending the 10th an-
niversary of the World War II Battle of
Alsace, at Colmar, France.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr, BRICKER]
is absent on official business.

If present and voting the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Brickerl, the Senator from
Vermont, [Mr. FLANDERS], and the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr. PorTer] would
each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 85,
nays 3, as follows:

YEAS—85
Aiken George Millikin
Allott Goldwater Monroney
Anderson Gore Mundt
Barkley Green Murray
Barrett Hayden Neuberger
Beall Hennings O'Mahoney
Bender Hickenlooper Pastore
Bennett Hin Payne
Bible Holland Purtell
Bridges Hruska Robertson
Bush Humphrey Russell
Butler Ives Saltonstall
Byrd Jackson Schoeppel
Capehart Jenner Scott
Carlson Johnston, 8. C. Smathers
Case, N. J. Kefauver Smith, Maine
Case, 8. Dak. Kerr Smith, N. J.
Clements Kilgore Sparkman
Cotton Knowland Stennis
Curtis Kuchel Symington
Daniel Long Thurmond
Dirksen Magnuson Thye
Douglas Malone Watkins
Duff Mansfield ‘Welker
Dworshak Martin, Iowa  Wiley
Eastland Martin, Pa. Williams
Ellender McCarthy Young
Ervin McClellan
Fulbright McNamara

NAYS—3
Langer Lehman Morse

NOT VOTING—8

Bricker Frear Neely
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Potter
Flanders Kennedy
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So the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
159) was passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, Senate Joint Resolution 28 will
be indefinitely postponed.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, now that the vote has been
taken on the resolution and the record
has been made, I merely wish to invite
the attention of the Members of the Sen-
ate to what I think is a historic fact. It
is that the two Senators from the State
of Georgia presided during the hearings
before the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations and the Senate Committee on
Armed Services, sitting jointly. I make
this statement because I wish the record
of the future to show that in this country
we have the kind of a spirit under which
unity develops and grows.

As I sat the other day in the hearings,
seeing the members of the Committee on
Foreign Relations on one side of the
table and the members of the Committee
on Armed Services on the other side of
the table, I noted that at the head of the
table there were seated the two Senators
from the State of Georgia, the distin-
guished senior Senator from Georgia
[Mr. GeorcE] as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, and the
distinguished junior Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. RussiELL], as the chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services.
There occurred to me the thought that
less than 100 years ago he would have
been a bold man, indeed, who would have
predicted that such a thing would ever
take place.

In the days when the Union was
threatened with destruction and in the
days when that threat to the Union was
partially ended by a military campaign
across the State of Georgia, he would
have been a bold man who would have
predicted at that time that the day would
come when the United States Senate
would be headed in its deliberations on
a matter of such transcendant impor-
tance as House Joint Resolution 159 by
the two Senators from the State of
Georgia,

I call attention to it, Mr. President,
because I wish to pay tribute to the
leadership of those two men, and to the
sort of country which has produced such
a situation, and also because I desire to
suggest it to the world as an example of
the kind of unity and patriotism which
develops in a free country.

FEDERAL RECORDS COUNCIL

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under au-
thority of section 504 of Public Law 754,
approved September 5, 1950, the Chair
announces the appointment of Felton
M. Johnston, Secretary of the Senate, as
a member of the Federal Records Coun-
cil, representing in part the legislative
branch of the Government, vice J. Mark
Trice, resigned.

READING OF WASHINGTON'S
FAREWELL ADDRESS

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
authority of the order of the Senate of
January 24, 1901, the Chair designates
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
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Busa] to read Washington’s Farewell
Addbress to the Senate on February 22
next.

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment until Tuesda; next, at 12 o'clock
noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 9
o’clock and 54 minutes p. m.) the Senate
adjourned until Tuesday, February 1,
1955, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received Jan-
uary 28 (legislative day of January 27),
1955:

UNITED STATES ADVISORY COMMISSION ON

INFORMATION

The following-named persons to be mem-
bers of the United States Advisory Commis-
sion on Information for a term expiring Jan-
uary 27, 1958, and until their successors have
been appointed and qualified:

Philip D. Reed, of New York.

Erwin D. Canham, of Massachusetts,

PusLic HEALTH SERVICE

The following candidates for personnel
action in the Regular Corps of the Public
Health Service:

I. For appointment, subject to qualifica-
tions therefor as provided by law and regu-
lations, to be effective date of acceptance:

To be senior assistant surgeon

Jacob A. Haller, Jr.

To be assistant surgeons

Jack Durell

John R, Moran

Donn E. Leuzinger

To be senior assistant dental surgeon

James J. Kennedy

To be assistant dental surgeons

L. Charles Larsen

Charles H. Davis

George E. Garrington

Unrtrep STaTES CoAST GUARD

The following licensed officers of the United
States merchant marine to the grade indi-
cated in the United States Coast Guard:

To be lieutenants (funior grade)

Ernest Lee Murdock

Paul Nichiporuk

The following for permanent appointment
subject to qualifications provided by law, to
the grade indicated In the Coast and Geo-
detic Survey:

To be commissioned leutenant commander

John O. Boyer

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MonpAy, JANvAry 31, 1955

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

O Thou who art the way, the truth,
and the life, Thou knowest how des-
perately we need Thee as we seek to be
equal to the issues and the tragic neces-
sities of our time,

We penitently confess that our plans
and hopes for peace among men and
nations have not always included a
strong faith in Thee and in the vitality
of the moral and spiritual resources.
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Grant that in these days of ecrisis and
challenge we may be aware of the weak-
ness of our own finite wisdom and the
futility of relying upon material
strength.

Inspire us daily with a clear vision of
the greatness and nearness of our
blessed Lord as we strive to bring to ful-
fillment and fruition the nobler instincts,
the fondest hopes, and the divine possi=-
bilities of all mankind.

In His name we offer our prayers.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
Thursday, January 27, 1955, was read
and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was com-
municated to the House by Mr. Miller,
one of his secretaries, who also informed
the House that on the following dates
the President approved and signed bills
and a joint resolution of the House of the
following titles:

On January 20, 1955:

H. R.2369. An act to amend sectlon 7237

of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954,
On January 25, 1955:

H.R.2091. An act making appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and
for other purposes.

On January 29, 1955:

H. J. Res. 159. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to employ the Armed Forces
of the United States for protecting the se-
curity of Formosa, the Pescadores and re-
lated positions and territories of that area.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERK

The Clerk laid before the House the
following communication, which was
read by the Clerk:

JANUARY 28, 1955.
The honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives.

Sir: Pursuant to authority granted on
January 27, 1955, the Clerk today received
from the Secretary of the Senate the follow=
ing message:

That the Senate has passed without
amendment the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
159) entitled “Joint resolution authorizing
the President to employ the Armed Forces of
the United States for protecting the security
of Formosa, the Pescadores and related posi-
tions and territories of that area."

Respectfully yours,
RaLPH R. ROBERTS,
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS
SIGNED

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
announce that pursuant to the author-
ity granted him on Thursday, January
27, 1955, he did on January 28, 1955,
sign the following enrolled joint reso-
lution of the House:

H.J.Res. 159. Joint resolution authoriz-
ing the President to employ the Armed
Forces of the United States for protecting
the security of Formosa, the Pescadores and
related positions and territories of that area.

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
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